COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF WINNIPEG
Wednesday, November 14, 2012

The Council met at 9:35 a.m.
The City Clerk advised the Speaker that a quorum was present.
The Speaker called the meeting to order.

The opening prayer was read by Councillor Gerbasi.

ROLL CALL

Clerk: The Speaker Councillor Nordman, His Worship Mayor Katz, Councillors Browaty, Eadie, Fielding, Gerbasi,
Havixbeck, Mayes, Orlikow, Pagtakhan, Sharma, Smith, Steen, Swandel and Vandal.

INTRODUCTION AND WELCOME OF GUESTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS

Mr. Speaker: Thank you. We’d like to recognize our two Pages today. Madison Fedyck from Glenlawn Collegiate who
resides in the North Kildonan Ward. Madison. And Midori Matthew from St. Mary’s Academy who resides in the
Charleswood-Tuxedo area. Welcome Midori to your first event. (Applause) We would like to put forward a notice of leave
of absence for Councillor Wyatt who is away on city business. So Councillor Havixbeck and Councillor Mayes if you
would make that motion.

MOTIONS

Moved by Councillor Havixbeck,
Seconded by Councillor Mayes,

THAT Councillor Wyatt be granted a leave of absence from today’s meeting due to being away on City business.

Mr. Speaker: All those in favour? Thank you. And Kirby, I'm feeding back here. Thank you. We have at least one guest
in the audience I'd like to say hi to: Dennis Volkov who'’s returned to the city all for...l guess a preview for AMM and I'd
like to offer Councillor Gerbasi the floor. She has an announcement she’d like to make.

Councillor Gerbasi: Thank you. It is true that many of our public service members receive awards and outside
recognition and, but today I'm taking a moment to acknowledge one particular person who has earned a high honour on
the national level. I'm pleased to advise you of the formal recognition that has been bestowed upon recent Winnipeg
Transit Retiree, Bill Menzies, who was awarded the Canadian Urban Transit Association Distinguished Service Award at
the CUTA fall conference in Quebec City this morning, actually, just a few minutes ago. CUTA’s Distinguish Service
Award is presented in recognition of superior and outstanding service over a period of ten years or more as a public
transit professional. It is awarded to an employee of a CUTA member, which is Winnipeg Transit, who has furthered the
standing of the public transit profession in Canada through professional practice and/or personal relations. Winnipeg
transit is an internationally recognized leader in the use of modern technology for passenger information, service control
and monitoring. And Bill has been instrumental in ensuring attainment of Winnipeg Transit's mission and mandate to
provide the best public transportation service possible. Bill's commitment and contributions to put Winnipeg Transit have
also led to significant improvements in customer service efficiency and the transformation of vision into reality regarding
a number of service elements. Winnipeg Transit is a leader in providing excellent transit service at cost effective levels
and Bill is highly respected by his peers at the local and national level and | just want to tell you that in my experience,
as a representative of Winnipeg Transit at the Canadian Urban Transit Association, I've met a lot of people across the
country who know Bill Menzies and if you talk to them, you discover that he’s thought of some of transit deity and
spoken of with awe and reverence by everyone across the country and he’s pretty much superhero status among transit
geeks. So | just, Bill has been a source of wisdom and knowledge in transit leadership, not just for Winnipeg but for the
whole country. So in closing, | would like to put on Council record our sincere and profound appreciation of Bill Menzies
long and illustrious service he’s given to the City of Winnipeg. Thank you.

Mr. Speaker: Thank you, Councillor Gerbasi. Councillor Steen
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Councillor Steen: Yes. | would like to thank, Mr. Speaker, the Mayor and all our Councillors. On November 3rd our
Mayor renamed the former Kelvin Community Club after Clara Hughes, an Olympian medalist in both summer and
winter games. Clara got her start in her athletic career right at the Kelvin Community Club. That is where she learned at
an early age the skills, discipline and determination that was to be a hallmark of her career. She apparently also learned
that she was not very good at softball. Today, | would like to thank my fellow Council colleagues for supporting the
motion at Council on March the 21st, 2012, to remove the Kelvin land from the surplus list and restore it back to the
community. The area residents are very excited about the toboggan and skating trails, the hockey skills rinks and the
skateboard pod that’s going to go on there now. | would also personally like to thank the Mayor for his efforts to rename
the site and dedicate it to Clara and also ensure that she was there personally. And she gave a very inspiring speech
and brought her medals to show the kids and so they could see and touch. This was so important and it has allowed the
community to rally around a new positive beginning. The site is now called Clara Hughes Recreational Park and this has
already started as a delegation of youth from the area has taken it upon themselves to draft plans for the proposed
skateboard pod and would like to present their ideas to me and | would welcome the Mayor and if he is available to join
me in receiving these plans. Thank you very much.

Mr. Speaker: Thank you, Councillor Steen. I'd like to have someone move the minutes.

MINUTES
Councillor Vandal moves that the minutes of the meeting held on October 24th, 2012 be taken as read and confirmed.

All those in favour? Opposed? Carried.

DELEGATIONS

Mr. Speaker: All right. We have a number of delegations with us and we’d like to invite Pat O'Connor, who will be
speaking to the Report of Standing Policy Committee on Property and Development regarding the declaration of surplus
and at particularly 1710 Grosvenor. Pat O’Connor, being joined by Jim Carson, the General Manager of the Central
Corydon Community Centre. Mr. O'Connor, you have ten minutes, Mr. Carson will have five minutes and then we'll take
questions and answers with you together following Mr. Carson.

Pat O’Connor: We might not need ten minutes though. We’'ll try to help you out here.

Mr. Speaker: Thank you. | certainly thank you for the invite to come and speak today. I'm Pat O'Connor, President of
Corydon Community Centre actually. We changed the name recently from Central Corydon Community Centre, it was
getting a mouthful for our residents so we shortened it up a bit. | wanted to talk a bit about the process that we've been
going through as a community centre for the last number of years and so just bear with me for some of you who might
know this already but back in 06, 07 actually, | was fortunate enough to be asked to be part of the City of Winnipeg
Steering Committee to study the needs for community centres within the city of Winnipeg, out looking to plan out to
2025. As at that time that we began to work with all the community centres in the city. We work with many departments
within the city, the great group of dedicated people and took us a couple of years to get to the point where we had a
good plan organized. At that point we brought it to the City Council in April, 2009. Council approved plan 2025, and part
of that plan was we as community centres were encouraged to go out and work within our neighbourhoods, with partner
community clubs. | was part of the Crescentwood group at the time and we were encouraged to work with River Heights
in Sir John Franklin. So in 2009, we began that process, after about two years of working together, doing a lot of needs
assessment within the community talking to various stake holders, community groups, old, young, you name it, we
covered everybody off | believe. We determined that it was the best course of action was to amalgamate our centres
which we did, April, 2011. And through that process of amalgamation we then began the process of further digging into
what the needs of the community were, and that led us to looking at the three sites that we currently have. The Sir John
Franklin site, Crescentwood site, River Heights site and to meet the needs that our community was telling us we needed
there’s lots of work that we had to do at these sites. An example of one would be in the analysis we did there was a real
shortage of gym space in the area as an example. So, we identified Crescentwood as a place we were going to put a full
size gym because we have a partial gym there today as you probably are well aware. Around the same time, the
Queenston School project was heating up and we felt “hey in the spirit of partnership, let's look at a different way of
supplying amenities to the area”. So we worked with Queenston School and as you all know and thank you for your
support in this but we’ve had the school gym is, | believe under construction this fall, sorry this spring and something
ready for the fall | believe so, an example of where we were looking outside the box to partner with other groups. We
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now serve about 34,000 residents in the combined catchment of our centre, so we do serve a large population of the city
of Winnipeg. In one of the things we identified is the Sir John Franklin site is, has we believe some of the best fields in
the city, partly because of how they are positioned within the neighbourhood. We've got the railroad tracks and a natural
block to the residents on the east side, so it's a noise barrier that people that who live along there don't have a lot of light
and noise in their backyards all the time and so we identified Sir John Franklin site as a site that would be, where we're
going to build and enhance our fields. Today, we have a lot of activity there, if you, any time now that we'll have four or
five rinks ploughed off but in the summer we have football and soccer there but those fields aren't big enough the way
they are today, to do a regulation field. So in the process, we’ve been meeting with John Orlikow on a very regular basis,
| know through with Jim Carson on a very, probably every couple of weeks but myself on a monthly basis over the last
couple of years to keep informed of what was going on within the city. As we had identified Sir John Franklin as our site
for fields, we had...we knew that the bus loop and the fire hall was going to be coming up as a surplus asset and we of
course were urged to getting that back. We brought, just for nostalgia purposes and | can get it handed out if that's
possible. There was a...we...there’s an interesting article back in 1957, and this is from the newspaper an excerpt from
the paper at the time where the city and you'll recognize some of the names in there from 1957 City Council. That then
board of Sir John Franklin were upset that the City was taking this land over to bring in a bus loop and a fire hall. So we
weren't around for that one but we're here today and we wanted to make sure that our voice is heard in this process.
And | guess that's the issue that we have, it’s that we felt that we were...we had a voice at the table with John keeping
us in the loop, but it was one day this summer and | was looking in my calendar trying to find the right date but | got a
call from CBC. They said, “Hey Pat, did you realize there is a release sign up on the fire hall?” and as we all know the
rest is history, that things kind of started snowballing from there. So again, it's not that we haven't been involved through
John but something obviously broke down in the process. We feel that we as a community centre have a lot to add to
the community by enhancing those fields and making them even more of a spectacle for the area and for the city
because we are a flow through neighbourhood. It's just not our area that we service. There’s lots of people coming from
all ends of the city to participate at our centre, so my perspective is that we have been working very closely. We would
certainly like to have another opportunity to be part of the discussion, to look at what is going to happen with that
property, and as a stakeholder in the discussion we feel that we would like to be there to participate and hopefully come
with a positive outcome to return some land back to the community. I'll ask Jim Carson to talk a little bit about the
programming aspect.

Mr. Speaker: Mr. Carson.

Jim Carson: Well, my name is Jim Carson, I'm the general manager, the Corydon Community Centre. We, in 2011,
took over responsibility for program for over 34,000 people which is a little overwhelming. Population wise we are the
largest community centre in Winnipeg. We're dealing with an aging infrastructure and a lack of field space. Grant
confessed to the fact that the problems we've had trying to look after our baseball teams in accommodating them. We
have 207 players registered in softball and baseball, 449 players registered in outdoor soccer, 622 players registered in
mini soccer and 137 players registered in football. That's just our summer activities on our fields. In the spring of, and
the summer of 2011, we engaged a company, worked with this company to do a needs assessment for our community.
Out of the needs assessment a blue print for the future for all three sites was developed based on the strengths of each
site. The vision that was determined by this survey was to have the Sir John Franklin site as field space. It's just ideally
situated for that. The soccer/football field at Sir John Franklin is not a regulation field and we're concerned about the
safety zone outside of the playing surface on the west side of the field. And part of the problem is because of the bus
loop. We aren't able to put in a full size field there and provide that safety zone that we feel is so important. We've been
working very closely with Councillor Orlikow to address this concern and try to find solutions to some of the other
problems that we're facing at the Corydon Community Centre in terms of meeting our community needs. Councillor
Orlikow has held a information meeting at the Sir John Franklin site about the field issues and some of the other issues
that we have and also dealing with the fire hall bus loop situation. And I'm sure that as we move forward that we will be
having more of those information sessions with our community. To us it's really, really important that the community be
heard and the needs of the community continue to be met. | guess my whole point with this is that we as a community
want to be treated fairly and we want consultation with the community related to the facility and the bus loop being
declared surplus. On the question of 1710 Grosvenor Avenue being declared surplus, we just ask and say not yet.

Mr. Speaker: Do you have any questions for our delegation? Councillor Orlikow?

Councillor Orlikow: So just to clarify for my colleagues, we're not...you are saying and | think we've been quite clear,
that our intention is to declare that land surplus at a point. That’'s something, the message that we've been telling the
community, is that correct? That is correct? And that public meeting that we had with the community. | guess my
question there is, the community that, about a hundred or so people that showed up for that meeting, was it your
impression that the community was wanting, | know some people wanted a parking lot there but generally | felt, and this
| want to clarify with you, | felt that the community were getting engaged and were actually starting to be a part of that
process and also understood that the land would be declared surplus at some time. Is that your understanding as well?
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Pat O’Connor: Yes. | don't think there is ever, the people we talked to, that meeting that we had that there was ever an
issue with that, John. It was going to happen and it was just we want to be part of the process to what’s going to happen
with it after that, be part of that.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Swandel.

Councillor Swandel: Do you know if there’s been any engagement with Transit or what that engagement has been as
far as dealing with transit issues?

Pat O’Connor: I'm not aware of any. We'd also just in the, | meant to mention my remarks there, so that you are all
aware, property on the south side of our Sir John Franklin, there’s also a city service yard as well that we look at some
day, we don't see a lot of activity there that you know what might happen with that piece of property so.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Vandal.

Councillor Vandal: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Thank you for appearing in delegation. I've listened to your delegation and
I've heard a lot about fields and transit loops but we're talking about a fire hall here, potentially declaring a fire hall
surplus or not. So I'm trying to make the connection between the fields and the fire hall because I'm...could you clarify
that connection for me once again?

Pat O’Connor: Yes. If you physically, the corner of the lot that was carved out from the original foot print for the Sir John
Franklin site, that jut was cut out made room for the fire hall and the bus loop together. So it's, today | don't know how
you had to would reconfigure it but it looks to us as one issue. It might not be but at the end of the day that the piece of
property that's been taken out of our corner of the Sir John Franklin site. That jut that was cut out made room for the fire
hall and the bus loop together, so it's today | don’t know how you have to reconfigure it but it looks to us as one issue, it
might not be but at the end of the day that the piece of property has been taken off of our corner at the Sir John Franklin
site. | guess to deal with both the bus loop and the fire hall. So from our perspective, | guess we look at it as an issue
combined that you know what do we do, how do we get that corner of the lot back?

Mr. Speaker: Mayor Katz.

Mayor Katz: | think Councillor Vandal just got there but just for clarification, the way | interpret what you are saying is
you would like to get the soccer field back to where it should’ve been right there in the beginning and have a full facility
there which means you require a portion or all of the loop and the loop, | guess, would have to be moved somewhere
else. Is that fairly accurate or inaccurate?

Pat O’Connor: That's accurate.
Mayor Katz: Thank you very much.

Mr. Speaker: Seeing no further questions, thank you. | will tell you that | was there in 1957. | lived on Borebank. So |
wasn't far away. Thank you. Our next delegation, Lee McLeod. No, new item. It is...it's regarding Infrastructure Renewal,
Public Works, the report item no. 5 on solid waste and Mr. McLeod. I'm guessing you are with CUPE.

Lee McLeod: Right, here on behalf of CUPE Local 500.
Mr. Speaker: All right, thank you sir.

Lee McLeod: Can | have a...?

Mr. Speaker: Ten minutes.

Lee McLeod: Okay, thank you. Good morning, everyone. CUPE welcomes the opportunity to present our views
regarding the important matter before you today. The re-establishment of solid waste collection services by the City of
Winnipeg. We're appearing before Council in opposition to the recommendation to receive the motion of October 24 as
information in which the focus of our presentation of a number of key issues. Firstly, we wish to state that there is
significant evidence and convincing arguments in favour of re-establishing solid waste collection services within the
public service. We believe that returning to a mixed model of public and private delivery will improve services, provide
cost savings and help keep the industry in check in terms of providing a competitive atmosphere between service
providers. In April of 2004, City Council adopted a resolution that directed the administration to prepare a business plan
consistent with the collective agreement and alternative service delivery process to the provision of solid waste
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collection services. In August, 2004, CUPE Local 500 was invited to participate in the ASD planning process and did
so,on various committees that were formed. Throughout the entire business planning process, the union worked with the
city to identify internal efficiencies and cost cutting measures for the manual collection operations. However, none of the
efficiencies identified were ever implemented. In May, 2005, the administration of the water and waste department
produced a final business plan that recommended the contracting out of all solid waste collection in the city of Winnipeg.
In July, 2005, the business plan and recommendations were agreed to by the ASD Committee and subsequently
approved by EPC and City Council in July, 2005. The Union contends that the savings identified in the 2005 solid waste
collection business plan have never materialized and that the contracted services resulted in higher costs to the citizens
of Winnipeg. Time and time again, the union has asked the City to conduct an external audit of the solid waste collection
services to identify what, if any, cost savings have been realized since the service was contracted out. Citizens of
Winnipeg have a right to know if the contracting out of this service has and will it actually save them money. Further on
October 19, 2011, City Council adopted a new garbage and recycling master plan resulting in the removal of the auto
bin system and implementation of a city-wide automated cart collection system of garbage and recyclables effective
October 1, 2012. During the first ten days of this service, 5400 complaints were received by the City regarding a number
of service and performance deficiencies of the private contractor. It was also reported that the 311 contact centre
received 11,383 calls regarding missed garbage collection and 13,500 calls regarding missed recycling collection up to
November 6 of this year. Historically, this is an extended number of complaints for the City of Winnipeg. We believe that
seeking legal advice on what can be done if the penalties to the private contractor do not result in improved service is
also in the best interests of the citizens of Winnipeg. We also encourage Council to direct city administration to provide a
report on how other cities benchmark the performance of their contracted waste collection services. We believe this
information would be a value to you as Council members. We believe that public delivery is more cost effective. Private
companies must make a profit to exist and therefore they try to reduce costs and minimize efforts to stay commercially
viable. These demands make it inherently difficult if not impossible to deliver quality services better than a government-
run operation where services must respond to multiple public demands. Many studies and examples from across the
country show there’s no cost advantage to private delivery of garbage collection and recycling services. Throughout
Canada, a number of municipalities have had difficulties with private companies and have brought garbage and
recycling services back in-house. Port Moody, B.C., for example, switched back to public garbage collection in 2008
after a failed 10 years of private service. The City had to send out public crews to follow the private trucks and clean up
the mess that they left on the streets. In North Vancouver, City Council decided to make garbage pickup a public service
again after the contractor kept increasing its fees. The city of Grand Forks, British Columbia, also brought its solid waste
and recycling collection back in-house in 2009. In both St. John New Brunswick and Sherbrook, Quebec, all garbage
collection services were brought back in-house saving taxpayers $500,000 and $750,000 a year respectably. Since
2,000, City of Hamilton employees have collected garbage in half the city and private contracting the other half. The
city’s in-house operation has consistently been more economically efficient than the contractors with publicly delivered
solid waste services costing $1.15 less per household than the private service. There’s also higher financial risks in
maintaining a contracted out service. The City of Ottawa for example, contracted out part of its residential garbage
pickup to the company, Excel. The company paid low wages to its staff, experienced high turnovers and failed to meet
service demands. Eventually the company defaulted on its contract and the city had to pay high premiums for other
private contractors to finish the work. The city ended up bringing the work back in-house and saved nearly $5 million
over four years. The costs for monitoring in addition, the costs for monitoring and enforcing contracts that private
companies, they are expensive and costly and represent considerable staff time and resources. We believe that the
public administration is the most open and transparent method of delivering public services. The City's decision making
ability is compromised when the City has no control over the service delivery. With public management delivery, the City
and Council can respond to residents’ concerns or issues and have the ability and the flexibility to deal with changing
circumstances and changing public priorities. With privatized services, any changes to a contract would mean additional
costs to renegotiate different service delivery expectations. Municipal solid waste services are fundamental to the quality
of life in our community. There is no consistent evidence showing that contracted out private sector waste collection is
less costly and more efficient than waste collection provided by public employees. In fact, there’s strong evidence that
cost of the private sector waste collection increases that at a much faster rate than the in-house collection costs. Initial
cost savings from privatization soon tend to evaporate as private sector costs increase at a more rapid rate. In closing,
the residents of Winnipeg want value and services for their tax dollars. We believe that since this service was contracted
out, it has resulted in higher costs and deteriorated service. As indicated at the onset of our presentation, the union
believes that returning this service to a mixed model of a 50/50 split would prove more cost effective and would assure
long term stability of service to our city and our citizens. We therefore recommend that Council adopt the motion of
October 24 to re-establish solid waste collection services within the city of Winnipeg. Thank you.

Mr. Speaker: Any questions for Mr. McLeod? Councillor Vandal.
Councillor Vandal: Thank you Mr. McLeod for a very good presentation. | believe CUPE, of all organizations, knows

about the importance of maintaining contracts and respecting contracts and given that the City of Winnipeg has signed a
five year contract with Emterra to provide garbage and recycling collection services, I'm wondering if you can comment
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on whether we should move forward to break that contract? Is that what you're suggesting? If you could just give me
some comments on that.

Lee McLeod: Sure. One of the recommendations that, when Mike Davidson appeared at the Public Works and
Infrastructure Standing Committee was to...for the administration to look at what the legal costs are related to getting out
of the contract if the City decides that that's something that it must do. In addition to that we've always maintained the
position that an audit is necessary and would be helpful to establish whether the cost savings were actually in fact
realized by the City from 2005 forward, and whether it's cost effective to have those services provided by a private
contractor as opposed to a mix of a private contractor and city workers as it was in the past.

Mr. Speaker: Second question. Councillor Gerbasi.

Councillor Gerbasi: So, just for clarification, you are not suggesting at all that we cancel...that we arbitrarily cancel any
contract. You're just saying that if for some reason the contract were to fail or some other circumstances that we had an
opportunity to revisit the service that you are recommending that council agree to take this route. Is that correct
interpretation or not?

Lee McLeod: Right. | believe it's correct to say that we are advocating first of all, we’re advocating for mixed, we're in
support of the motion. However, we appreciate that Council would have to look at the costs of the contract that they are
into already. But to encourage and to support the motion to encourage Council to look at returning it to a mixed model,
should Council not be able to continue with the contract in its present form with the Emterra.

Mr. Speaker: Second question.

Councillor Gerbasi: The second part, my second question, a second part of what happened with this motion was that
as you are aware, the Public Works Committee asked for some information to be brought back to the committee as a
policy committee to look at the way service is delivered in other cities and get objective information about public verses
private service and all that but the motion from, the recommendation from EPC is to not do that, to not get that
information. Do you have any comment on that because if we approve what came from EPC, basically nothing will
happen and we won't even get information?

Lee McLeod: Right. First of all, we support getting information to establish benchmarks from other cities, what's
happening to see if there are cost savings when it's private, when it's sent out to private contractors. In addition, we
maintained over and over again, I'm told that we’ve always asked for an external audit. We think that an external audit
would be the best way to show whether there are in fact cost savings by having the service delivered by a private
contractor as opposed to the City's own workforce.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Smith.

Councillor Smith: Yes. My question is, why do you think the Executive Policy Committee doesn't want information on
this matter?

Lee McLeod: | couldn’t honestly comment on that. It's our position that the citizens deserve a thorough analysis and
audit of whether the cost saving is there for the citizens and if they’re not then what's the best way to provide those
services to citizens in terms of garbage and recycling collection.

Mr. Speaker: Seeing no further questions, Mr. McLeod, thank you very much for your presentation. Oh I'm sorry, Mayor
Katz.

Mayor Katz: Thank you very much. First of all, thank you very much for being here. | just wanted to confirm that you are
aware that approximately 35 years ago, | believe, when Mayor Steve Juba was in office, that's when contracting out was
done for the collection of garbage services.

Lee McLeod: I'm aware that it was a fixed model for several decades but | couldn’t comment specifically on that.

Mayor Katz: That is a fact. I'm also wanting to confirm that and | think you mentioned in July of 2005 was when the city
moved again following the lead of Stephen Juba to contract out the balance of the city and that was done based on the
report from the public service saying that there would be savings of approximately $2 million plus and that the union,
who | spoke to personally, agreed that there were savings and were prepared to match those savings but when push
came to shove, refused to put that in writing. Are you aware of that as well?
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Lee McLeod: | don't believe that we agree that we were able to come to a conclusion, that we were able to reach an
agreement on that with yourself. As | understand it. | know that there were discussions but | don't believe we were able
to reach an agreement on those savings.

Mr. Speaker: Last question.
Mayor Katz: When you talk about audit which | think would be a very good thing, I'm assuming what you are saying
then that you would be open to having everything audited, for example, we could audit other services that the City

provides to find out if there were more efficient and less expensive ways of providing those services as well.

Lee McLeod: | haven't been sent here to speak on that. | couldn't really comment on that. | think you’d have to get some
direction from the local executive itself.

Mr. Speaker: Any further comments or questions for Mr. McLeod? Seeing none, thank you, sir. All right, we'll move into
the committee reports and hopefully the contractors outside are silenced. Thank you. And just a point of procedure,
folks. We'll start this new session off with hopefully all questions and comments directed through the chair, and | will

promise not to make any threats of violence if you don't follow procedure. So we'll just sort of get that on the record off
the bat. Mayor Katz Executive Policy Committee October 31.

REPORT OF THE
EXECUTIVE POLICY COMMITTEE
DATED OCTOBER 31, 2012

Mayor Katz: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | would like to introduce the report and move adoption of consent agenda items 1
to 4.

Mr. Speaker: Seeing none. All those in favour? Opposed? Carried. Report from November 7th.

REPORT OF THE
EXECUTIVE POLICY COMMITTEE
DATED NOVEMBER 7, 2012
Mayor Katz: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to introduce the report and move adoption of consent agenda Items 1 to 4.

Mr. Speaker: Seeing none, all those in favour? Opposed? Carried. And we have some by-laws, Your Worship.

EXECUTIVE POLICY COMMITTEE
CONSIDERATION OF BY-LAWS

Mayor Katz: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | move that the following by-laws be read a first time, By-law No 131/2012,
132/2012, 133/2012, 134/2012 and 135/2012. All those in favour? Opposed? Carried.

Clerk: By-law No. 131/2012, By-law No. 132/2012, By-law No. 133/2012, By-law No. 134/2012, By-law No. 135/2012.

Mayor Katz: Mr. Speaker | move that the by-laws numbered 131/2012 to 135/2012 both inclusive be read a second
time.

Mr. Speaker: All those in favour? Opposed? Carried.
Clerk: By-laws numbered 131/2012 to 135/2012 both inclusive.

Mayor Katz: Mr. Speaker, | move that the rule be suspended and by-laws numbered 131/2012 to 135/2012 both
inclusive be read a third time and that same be passed and ordered to be signed and sealed.
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Mr. Speaker: All those in favour? Opposed? Carried. That concludes by-laws. We have question period and the first
question will go to Councillor Eadie followed by Councillor Smith, followed by Councillor Mayes.

EXECUTIVE POLICY COMMITTEE
QUESTION PERIOD

Mr. Speaker: We have question period, and the first question will go to Councillor Eadie followed by Councillor Smith
followed by Councillor Mayes.

Councillor Eadie: Thank you Speaker Nordman. | rise to ask the question that | think the Mayor will find quite
concerning. The City of Winnipeg decided to place, to build...replace the Disraeli Freeway, and the City of Winnipeg
decided to pass all the risk to a private corporation who leases it back over to the City over decades. The project is
complete but there are a couple of homes on Disraeli Street that are in bad disrepair as a result of the construction
related to that Disraeli Bridge replacement. These people are not wealthy enough to take care of the issues themselves
by hiring a lawyer and so on, and I'm wondering: Is it possible for the Mayor to direct the City of Winnipeg’s Legal
Services to protect and assist these citizens who, at no fault of their own, are in a situation where their house is leaking
cold air?

Mr. Speaker: Mayor Katz.

Mayor Katz: Through you Mr. Speaker to Councillor Eadie, | thank him for the question. | am aware of what Councillor
Eadie is referring to only through the media. | have read an article in one of our local papers Mr. Speaker. | do
understand that the insurance company, on behalf of Plenary is looking into that. It's my understanding that the City of
Winnipeg, we also have insurance. | believe we are covered by the same company and | can only tell you this Mr.
Speaker. That, you know, some people may refer to it as meddling, but if the Councillor wishes me to, | would be more
than happy to speak to our CFO, who is basically in charge of claims, etc., and try and get some very specific feedback.
I don’t know any of the details other than what I've read but | certainly would be more than happy to follow it up if that's
what Councillor Eadie would like me to do.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Eadie, second follow-up.

Councillor Eadie: Thank you Speaker Nordman. The insurance company’s trying to say that it was an extra dry year
in 2011 and it's not as a result of the bridge repair work, but this house is one of these houses been standing there for
almost a hundred years, and there’s been a lot of real serious drought years in our particular part of the city and | think
that our city needs to help these people somehow and | would ask the question of the Mayor that...to actually...how he
might go about contacting the CFO I'd appreciate it if he did so.

Mr. Speaker: Mayor Katz.

Mayor Katz: Mr. Speaker, I'm not going to stand before you and pretend that I'm an engineer because I'm not, so |
certainly would rely on the experts, but as | said before, | would be more than happy to look into this further. | can tell
you Mr. Speaker, there have been on many occasions where I've been communicating with members of the public who
live on a regional street where there’s bus service, and they have told me of the negative impact that being on a truck
route or where buses run has on their homes as well. This is not something that is uncommon Mr. Speaker, but the
realities are that we do have insurance and Plenary has insurance and as | said the first time, | would be happy to
communicate with the CFO, and normally when | contact the CFO Mr. Speaker, | do it either by phone or email or text,
just like anybody else would contact the CFO.

Mr. Speaker: Last question.

Councillor Eadie: Thank you Speaker Nordman. Would the Mayor agree that we need to protect people who can ill-
afford...it's not their fault that they live in North Point Douglas and their income is low. Would the Mayor agree that we
need to protect our citizens in situations of this special project? This is not a regional road.

Mayor Katz: Mr. Speaker, through you to Councillor Eadie, this has nothing to do with the location, whether it's Garden
City, Point Douglas, the Maples, St. James, River Heights, Lindenwoods. You know, | think people are tired of hearing
that type of dialogue. The realities are that every citizen, no matter where they live, is entitled to certain rights, and as |
said the first time and the second time and now for the third time, | will communicate with the CFO and I'll leave it up to
the CFO to make an intelligent decision based on expertise Mr. Speaker.
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Mr. Speaker: Councillor Smith.

Councillor Smith: Yes Mr. Speaker. Through you to the Mayor, | want to ask you about the Riel pedestrian bridge
once again Mr. Mayor. What is Salisbury House now paying rent on that location?

Mayor Katz: You have to sit down so | can stand up thank you. Mr. Speaker through you to Councillor Smith, it's
exactly the same as what | told him last time; nothing has changed Mr. Speaker. | can also tell you that | have been
informed that there is a report coming to the Standing Policy Committee. It will be coming forward in the very...within the
next couple of weeks and to move this whole process forward. And also Mr. Speaker, just to reiterate to Councillor
Eadie through you, that if he does have any friends that are in the industry and would like to participate, please let me
know. | said this at the last meeting; | haven’'t heard anything, but I'm sure the department and yours truly would
welcome that opportunity.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Smith, second...

Councillor Smith: The next question Mr. Mayor, is the most recent accident involving a child on Portage Avenue. It
shows how important it is to slow drivers down in school zones. Will you see to it that the 206 school zones that do not
have signage at 30 kilometres have them soon?

Mr. Speaker: Mayor Katz.

Mayor Katz: First of all Mr. Speaker, through you to Councillor Smith, a very unfortunate accident. | think Councillor
Smith and hopefully everybody is aware there were other circumstances pertaining to that accident. It was
obviously...there was some bullying involved. Once again, as we’ve seen through the social media, and unfortunately,
the young girls claim that she wasn’t paying attention and thank God she is okay and suffered two broken legs. Mr.
Speaker the reality is, | believe that every member of Council would endeavor to do everything humanly possible to
protect our future. That's our children. And I think we strive to do that. And the realities are, if there is a situation where
we can do that by signage or whatever, that's something | believe this Council would and should do.

Mr. Speaker: Last question Councillor Smith? Nothing further Councillor Smith? No? Councillor Mayes.

Councillor Mayes: Thank you Mr. Speaker, and I'm sure if you do ever threaten us with hitting us in the back of the
head we’ll have deserved it, further to your comments that you won’t be following the model of elsewhere. My question
is for the Mayor, through you Mr. Speaker, and | thank the Mayor’s staff for discussing this matter with me. November
1% we had passed...back on February in Council we had passed a motion to have a snowmobile ban implemented on
public property in the city of Winnipeg effective November 1% however the wording of that, and | commend Councillor
Havixbeck, who | know put in a lot of work in on this, we were to undertake a phased-in approach to implementing the
proposed ban concurrent to the staging areas and additional trails be provided and we were to work on some staging
areas. We have yet to get the report back from the public service on that, so my question...personally | would like to
see the ban in place. | think there’s a lot of concern about public safety, but what steps can we take? We did say we’d
phase it in. We did say it would be in conjunction with some staging areas and some trails so | didn’t want to see that
aspect of the motion from February forgotten, so my question to the Mayor is, what steps can we take or are being taken
to try and make sure we do get some staging areas? | understand the ban is in place but what about the other half of
this motion?

Mr. Speaker: Mayor Katz.

Mayor Katz: Mr. Speaker, through you to Councillor Mayes, the Councillor is correct. The ban is in place. My
understanding is there have been challenges as far as SnoMan being able to find staging areas. The City of Winnipeg
does not own any land, so the realities are they’re going to have to find some land in that area that maybe they can work
with and hopefully that is ongoing, but right now the challenge is finding land to have those staging areas.

Mr. Speaker: That's it? Okay. Councillor Gerbasi.

Councillor Gerbasi: Thank you Mr. Speaker, through you to the Mayor. We have heard that the grocery store in The
Bay unfortunately is closing down, and this is a huge issue of concern for downtown residents. We are encouraging and
doing many things to encourage people to live downtown and | know we all want to see those efforts succeed, and of
course part of having a complete community is to have the amenities that people need nearby. Mr. Speaker, I'm asking
the Mayor what actions he has taken or will be taking to work with downtown stakeholders, Economic Development
Winnipeg, and other agencies advocating for the downtown and our city. What is being done to assist in retaining or
getting a new...encouraging a new downtown food store to establish for downtown residents?
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Mr. Speaker: Mayor Katz.

Mayor Katz: Through you to Councillor Gerbasi Mr. Speaker, | can tell you that for the last, just under a year, we've
been working with CentreVenture as a matter of fact, to try and see if we can encourage the private sector, and keep in
mind Mr. Speaker, this would be a private sector initiative. | know that there has been discussion and there is
discussion, ongoing discussion right now, about an opportunity that may come to fruition, and they will continue to work
on it. As soon as | know that something is actually reality | would be more than happy to share that with Councillor
Gerbasi.

Mr. Speaker: Thank you. Second question?

Councillor Gerbasi: Thank you. My second question, I'm wondering through you Mr. Speaker, if the Mayor could give
us an update about what the budget process generally is going to look like in terms of at least timing and at least which
budget may be presented when. | know that we try to have the capital budget before December, before the end of the
year | mean, and sometimes there’s been talk of putting the two budgets together or sometimes they’ve both been in
March, and in terms of members of Council who aren’t part of the budget process yet, it would be really helpful to know
what is being envisioned as a process in terms of timing so that we can plan our lives. Thanks Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Mayor Katz.

Mayor Katz: Through you to Councillor Gerbasi, | would have recommended that they ask the question of the Chair of
Finance, but | don’t believe the Chair is here today unfortunately. So | can certainly share with Councillor Gerbasi that
the process definitely has begun with a small sub-committee, and the whole idea Mr. Speaker was to try and bring two
together. We know when it comes to capital projects, the sooner that we can get them out the better pricing we can get
and | would be happy if the Councillor wishes to basically...| know Councillor Wyatt will be back tomorrow and if she
wants to set up a meeting, be more than happy to do that with Councillor Gerbasi.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Swandel.

Councillor Swandel: Thank you Mr. Speaker. Through you to the Mayor, I'm inquiring...over the past year, there’s
been some strategic planning work done both with Executive Policy Committee and Council as a whole, and in addition
to that, | think, the administration as well. Listening to Councillor Gerbasi’'s question regarding the budget, through that
process there was some conversation about engaging the Standing Policy Committees a little bit deeper in the
development of policy and | think in the budget process. As a matter of fact the budget working group hired a consultant
to make some recommendations. | think one of those recommendations was using the Standing Policy Committees to a
greater extent in doing the budget and establishing policies. Could the Mayor give us some further comment on where
that's at and when it might be coming along if it is still in fact in the works?

Mr. Speaker: Mayor Katz.

Mayor Katz: Mr. Speaker, through you to Councillor Swandel, | thank him for the question. Also remind the good
Councillor that he was actually on the sub-committee for Finance so probably knows more about it than | do. But | will
try and address the issue. The facts are that this Council did get together and looked at many different ways to move
forward in a very positive manner, looking to the future for the City. As a result of that, there were certain reviews that
were asked to be done; one on Public Works, one on W.P.S. as well as the Councillor is absolutely correct in the fact of
getting Standing Policy Committees more involved, and once again, | will check with Finance to confirm that that is
something that is moving forward and be glad to report back to the Councillor.

Mr. Speaker: Follow up?

Councillor Swandel: Yes thank you Mr. Speaker. Given that the capital budget is coming at us fairly quickly, given
that, you know, there is a desire to engage deeper with the Standing Policy Committees, is it possible to do a part capital
budget, or would the Mayor be willing to entertain doing a partial capital budget at this time to get some projects out
there while we do a more detailed analysis working with the Standing Policy Committees and trying to have both
budgets aligned to come together so that we can actually get this happening quicker, or sooner rather than later.

Mr. Speaker: Mayor?

Mayor Katz: Mr. Speaker, through you to Councillor Swandel, I've always been taught in life to maintain an open mind.
| can assure you that the goal would be to get the capital budget out as quickly as possible. Once again there has been
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a significant amount of work done by the Chair of Finance. It's unfortunate that he’s not here to share his thoughts but |
can only say that as the Mayor, | would certainly maintain an open mind.

Mr. Speaker: Last question.

Councillor Swandel: Mr. Speaker, it's my understanding that the big issue in getting the capital budget out early is
getting the regional streets work out for consulting, which is the big chunk that needs to be done early. | just want to
reiterate the question to the Mayor. Is it in fact possible or would the Executive Policy Committee be willing to look at
doing that bit as a separate budget to allow the rest of Council to engage further in the capital budget development and
actually in the operating budget development so the rest of it can come together?

Mr. Speaker: Mayor Katz.

Mayor Katz: Mr. Speaker, | would basically defer till the Chair of Finance is back. My understanding is they are
working to get everything done earlier as opposed to the previous years. By the same token, | think we’re all cognizant
of the fact that the sooner we get the capital budget done, okay, the better pricing we can get as far as planning for the
future, so we all know about that. That’ s no secret and that's why we’re trying to do everything prior to the year-end Mr.
Speaker, but | would be more than happy to find out exactly where the Chair of Finance is at and get back to the
Councillor.

Mr. Speaker: Thank you. Any further questions for the Mayor? Councillor Orlikow.

Councillor Orlikow: Thank you Mr. Speaker. Mr. Mayor, just a quick three questions. First is can you confirm for me,
specifically for me and many people in River Heights who have received tickets on Monday night from the snow clearing,
that those tickets are...they don’t have to pay the ticket. That's what I've been hearing from press releases and the
media. Can you just confirm for me for that so if | tell a resident that that ticket is waived or whatever it's going to be,
that I'm actually telling the truth? Can you comment on that?

Mayor Katz: Mr. Speaker, through you to Councillor Orlikow, | would be more than happy to do that. | did it | think early
Tuesday morning on CTV and hopefully for all the media. The realities are, as you know, we have a new process
involved with zones and everybody should know your zone, and it's much different now because now there’s a 12 hour
window that they work with as opposed to that three day ban that would go on and on and on, and | can tell you that with
the, shall we say, early occurrence of a significant snowfall, which | think, you know, the contractors did a wonderful job
on clearing our streets etc. etc., and it should be complete by tomorrow is my understanding. But just to confirm
specifically, yes. Anybody that was towed, there is no ticket. It's basically a warning. | can tell you that tow truck drivers
were actually knocking on doors and letting people know that if this is your car, we're moving it to such and such a
street. So for clarity, they do not have to pay any ticket for towing. It's basically just letting them know that here’s what
will happen in the future, giving them the knowledge to understand exactly how this process works so that we can
continue to enlighten and educate the people on how the zones do work. So the realities are you do not have to pay for
what just took place over the weekend. Hopefully that does clear up that question black and white.

Mr. Speaker: Second question Councillor Orlikow.

Councillor Orlikow: In my follow up question to that is, because of those tow truck operators and those tickets were
sent out, | think | read about 500 or so, do you know the cost to Public Works, i.e. the City, for | guess reimbursement for
those tickets? Do you know a general cost that will be?

Mayor Katz: Mr. Speaker, | have no idea what that would be. I'm certainly happy to try and find that number out for
Councillor Orlikow.

Councillor Orlikow: This is more of an “are you aware”. Had a wonderful event that was hosted by Councillor
Pagtakhan and | met you there on Friday night. | had a nice chat with Emterra, our waste hauler and recycling hauler,
but we were talking a little bit about the concerns regarding the walk-up service. The concern being is that the numbers
are shooting upwards, and they see this and | think our residents have started talking about it, the potential problem
associated with that. If the sweep keeps going upwards like this, the system won’t be able to handle that much walk-up.
What I've been told and I'm not sure, is that the criteria are very limited on who is eligible and not eligible, but are you
aware of this issue that is happening right now regarding the walk-up service?

Mr. Speaker: Mayor Katz.
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Mayor Katz: Mr. Speaker, | was at that event. It was a lovely event. And | can also share with Councillor Orlikow, | am
more than aware of it because | made it public. In the past this was probably the best kept secret that the City ever had.
No one ever knew...very few people knew this walk-up service existed. It was provided by the City of Winnipeg through
Water and Waste. | can tell you in the past there was under 500 homes that we provided this. It very quickly more than
tripled and it may continue to rise and that's where it's at right now, so yes | am aware of that and | certainly have said
that to the media in the past as well.

Mr. Speaker: That's it...oh...one last question? Okay. Councillor Gerbasi if everybody’s gone.
Councillor Gerbasi: Sorry.
Mr. Speaker: That's okay. If everybody’s gone you can (inaudible).

Councillor Gerbasi: We only meet once a month, so what can | say. Just this whole issue of the...first | wanted to say
that | really think there are some huge improvements with this snow zone idea, rather than people having to have their
cars off of a residential street for three full days. There’s 12 hours, and then you have to worry about it and then you're
home free, so once the system is working, once again it's wonderful, it's a huge improvement. The City of Winnipeg has
listened, Council has listened. | think we should take some kudos for that. But the issue we’re having now is that it
wasn’t communicated early enough. The snow came and for whatever reason, our communication work was not ready
in time early enough to let the public know about...the whole public education campaign wasn’t ready in time. And |
think before we start pointing fingers at our staff for anything about that, | just want to ask the Mayor, do you believe that
we actually have enough communication staff, because I've heard that compared to other cities that have maybe 30
people in that department, we have about 4 or 5 doing a job that obviously they can’t keep up with and so | am not
pointing any fingers at them, but | would ask the Mayor if he felt that we have adequate staffing to handle the
communication efforts we need to make as a City, especially bringing in the amount of change that we’ve been bringing
in, be it positive change or negative. Thank you.

Mr. Speaker: Mayor Katz.

Mayor Katz: Mr. Speaker, first through you to Councillor Gerbasi, let me just reiterate a few things. Number one we,
beyond the shadow of a doubt, have the best snow removal in Canada and probably in North America. Other countries
come to Winnipeg and ask us how we do what we do. The realities are that snow fall that we had would have shut down
many cities, and we just went on with our day-to-day activities. That's number one, and they did a great job. And |
agree whole-heartedly, as I've said, this new system with the zones and the 12 hours versus the three days is so much
better for every citizen. As | said earlier, it's unfortunate because they were planning to do that release. No one was
expecting the snow to come. | don’t believe the reason for not having that release out there had anything to do with
manpower Mr. Speaker. It could have been done earlier. It could have been done last year; we just didn’t have any
snow. So the reality is, if you're trying to educate the public and let them know what a new process is all about, that's
something we must do. This one is an unfortunate scenario, but | don’t think it has anything to do with manpower Mr.
Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Alright that concludes question period for the Mayor. We'll move to the Standing Policy Committee on
Infrastructure Renewal and Public Works.

REPORT OF THE
STANDING POLICY COMMITTEE ON INFRASTRUCTURE RENEWAL AND PUBLIC WORKS
DATED OCTOBER 30, 2012
Councillor Vandal: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | will move items 1 to 5 as consent items.
Councillor Swandel: Hang on a second...
Mr. Speaker: Councillor Mayes is standing down no. 5.
Councillor Swandel: And I'm standing down No. 2. Is that the transit fare?

Mr. Speaker: Yeah.

Councillor Swandel: Two.
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Mr. Speaker: Okay, Councillor, four? So we stood down two, four and five. Okay. We'll then vote on 1 and 3 by consent.
All those in favour? Opposed? Carried.

Item 2 — Winnipeg Transit Fare Products, Policies and Fare Model
Mr. Speaker: Councillor Vandal.

Councillor Vandal: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. This is the introduction of as the report says, new transit fare products,
policies and fare models that will build more flexibility into our, for the citizens and how they use transit. It's part and
parcel of the new automated transit system and I'll step down and wait to see what the concerns are.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Swandel.

Councillor Swandel: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It's just one thing that jumped out at me in this report. It's item no. 4. It
states that Winnipeg Transit investigate the possibility of utilizing a single agency to distribute the two ride E ticket at a
reduced cost to social service agencies based on need. This falls into the realm of social assistance which the City of
Winnipeg got out of the direct delivery of social assistance a number of years ago. We actually provide a payment, it's a
lump sum payment to the province for our end of that from years gone by, | think in the realm of about $23 million.
Because of that | think it's important that we stay consistent with that policy. And I'm just wondering if the chair would be
willing to change the phrasing of this to that, so that it says that the Winnipeg Transit Service work with the Province to
investigate the possibilities, because this really does fall under the realm of social assistance and | think it's more
consistent with what we should be doing policy wise and it provides the opportunity for the province who has a more
direct connection in this area, social assistance to be engaged.

Councillor Vandal: Mr. Speaker, at this point I'm led to believe...

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Vandal, just a moment. I'm sorry. Did someone else have...have a question for me?
Councilor Swandel: He’s got questions for you just...

Mr. Speaker: Comment, I'm sorry. Nobody speaking to it? All right, Councillor Vandal.

Councillor Vandal: Mr. Speaker, I'm led to believe through the administration that this is something we offer now, this
one time product will contain two E rides and will not be available to the general public. The administration will work with
certain agencies as yet to be determined whose clientele have historically been provided with one or two standard bus
tickets at a time. | would say Mr. Speaker at this late stage of the game, | prefer to just go with the recommendations as
is. It would've been good if Councillor Swandel were to come to committee and brought these concerns forward but |
think there’s nothing that binds us from. We always work with the Province who of course cover fifty percent of the
expenses of Winnipeg Transit on a go forward basis so we're going to work with the Province in a co-operative fashion
in any case and | think at this stage of the game | prefer to just go forward with the recommendation as is.

Mr. Speaker: All right, then we’ll call the question. All those in favour of Item 27 Opposed? Carried. Item 4.

Item 4 — Additional Funding for Local Front Streets, Back lanes, Sidewalks and Gravel Roads

Councillor Vandal: Mr. Speaker, this is the motion that came from Councillor Eadie so | am going to...we recommend it
to be received as information. There wasn't a lot of clarity to the motion. The Executive Committee have concurred with
that so I'll wait to see what the concern is from Councillor Eadie.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Eadie.

Councillor Eadie: Yes, thank you, Speaker Nordman. | had moved this motion and | guess | had misinterpreted the
presentations that were made at Public Works when we initially implemented the garbage and recycle master plan. And
so it was my assumption that we were moving part of this $78 per household for the cost of garbage collection off of
property taxes and not to this $50 but it's actually, what it is is the 2011 cost per household is $78 plus the 50 so that we
could implement some of the newer aspects of the master plan like resource recovery centres and so on, as well as a
compost program and that sort of thing. But | must say, the purpose of the motion is simply this. It was very clear on
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everybody's ward maps who have old neighbourhoods that our streets are failing quite dramatically and we are not
putting enough money towards renewing our local streets in these older neighbourhoods. And it's not just in my ward.
the back lanes are atrocious in River Heights and Daniel Mac and other places and that we really need to start investing
and | know there will be a discussion around budget and it was just simply an attempt, myself to try to find some money.
And | would just like to point out that | have heard around the implementation of the new garbage master plan that we
are saving money as a result of privatizing and moving to this new system with Emterra and BFI contracting to do this
cart system. So what | might suggest and | wanted to just say that if there are any savings, if we are actually saving
money and this goes to that whole thing about should there be an audit done. If we're saving what they said in 2005 was
$2 million on the collection of garbage, then that's a couple of million dollars, if that's the kind of savings we're seeing
now with this new system then I'd like to see those savings going into fixing some of our local streets, because after all,
it is all one property, one taxpayer and we need to make sure that our local streets are being finished because ultimately
we'll still be, in 50 years we'll still be fixing trying to renew and fix all the local streets in our older neighbourhoods when
our new suburbs will be old neighbourhoods and we'll be trying to fix those streets and you know it just compounds itself
so we need to find a way to fund it and so | just wanted to finally say | will be voting in favour of the recommendation
here because the intent of the motion was inappropriate but the original motion to find money, but | must say that we
need to solve this problem. So on our property tax bills it said that | am now paying a local street renewal program
frontage levy. | would like to see all that money that's collected for that, go into renewing our local streets and not
portions of it going into maintenance or paying for employee services throughout the city. So, | leave that with the
chairperson of Public Works on that comment and | leave it with the rest of Council that we really need to solve the
problem of our older neighbourhoods with their front, local street and gravel back lanes and so on. | know there’s issues
all around the city, sidewalk replacement. We need to keep up to it so let’s take some responsibility. Thank you.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Mayes.

Councillor Mayes: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Just...we dealt with this item at committee at considerable length and the
whole...we all would like more money for roads, we’d all like money lanes, we’d all like more money for sidewalks. The
trouble is that the premise of the motion was to take the 10 million that we are saving. Enormously long presentation
from the civil service saying there is no such things that that is a faulty premise. So just for clarity, that's the information
we received and we’ve just heard well, you know sort of rumours are that there are some savings out there. The report
we got was very clear saying that we aren't...there isn't a savings here. There were a lot of different initiatives that were
undertaken with the additional money that was put in whether you voted for it or | wasn't here at that time of that vote. |
know some Councillors voted against it but | don't want there to be some confusion that yes, even though we just said
there was no offset, there actually is an offset. All of the information we got at the committee was no there haven't been
savings and that's why we can't take the savings to put them into the roads, lanes and sidewalks so | don't know if the
Chair of the Committee interpreted the presentation we got any differently, | can't imagine that but, and he may wish to
add something but certainly all the information we had was there was no savings so it's not that we don't want to repair
roads and lanes and sidewalks. It's that this isn’t...there’s no money that's been saved that we can reallocate from this,
from the new garbage process.

Mr. Speaker: No further comments? Councillor Vandal to close.

Councillor Vandal: Thank you. | appreciate Councillor Eadie's comments. | think he’s informally started the capital
budget discussions and | think we're all on the same page. We want to find as much money as we can for streets, for
back lanes, for sidewalks and we all know about the infrastructure deficit and...but Councillor Mayes is right. When we
received the information from the administration, this motion simply there was no savings to be found, certainly not to
the extent that Councillor Eadie has referenced in the motion. So | think | will take Councillor Eadie's comments under
advisement. We need to do a better job of fixing our infrastructure and I'm sure once the Chair of Finance returns to the
City of Winnipeg, he'll communicate with all of Council on the critical path for our capital and operating budgets.

Mr. Speaker: All those in favour? Opposed? Carried. Number four, number five.

Item 5 — Re-establishment of Solid Waste Collection Services by the City of Winnipeg
Mr. Speaker: Councillor Vandal.
Councillor Vandal: Mr. Speaker, I'll wait to see what the comments are and I'll wrap up at the end of the discussion.

Mr. Speaker: Thank you. Councillor Mayes, yes.
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Councillor Mayes: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I'll try to be brief because Councillor Vandal | think has highlighted in the
questions that came to delegations sort of that...the issues that are at play here...from my perspective, | think we should
not receive this as information. We should be going forward and trying to do some sort of study of the options of looking
at a joint system or to mix systems. Certainly there are some areas of the city that | think might benefit from that. I've got
the forgotten zone that was south of the perimeter in my ward where it might actually make more sense to look at a
different delivery system. | won't pretend to speak for other areas at the city but | think it's worthwhile to at least take a
look at that. Councillor Vandal made some good points earlier. We have a long term contract with Emterra. | think there
would be consensus around the table that we had a lot of problems. The first month end, it seems to be getting better
now. But | don’t think that eliminates the need to take a look at this issue as the City of Ottawa did as some other
jurisdictions did. We're not voting today on let's breach the contract with Emterra. Let's go to certain model with the
unionized staff; all we're saying is let's get a report on that. So | would vote against the EPC amendment to the original
motion. The original motion at a committee being for a study, EPC’s amendment being to receive it for information. We
did have a good discussion at the committee. We've had...| know Councillor Sharma, Councillor Vandal both have
talked to me about this but | do think it's an issue that we shouldn't just receive for information. We should try and move
forward and get a report. Thank you.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Gerbasi followed by Councillor Eadie.

Councillor Gerbasi: Thank you, Mr. Speaker and | definitely concur with what Councillor Mayes has just said that we
should be getting the information the committee’s asked for but | did want make a few comments about the overall
motion on the issue. The committee motion that is being received that the decision from the Public Works Committee
which EPC is asking us to simply receive it as information, was to ask the administration to review and report back on
garbage and recycling service benchmarks established by other Canadian cities including relevant comparisons of
private and public sector service delivery. It didn't really seem like the Public Works Committee was asking too much but
apparently we were. EPC is recommending to Council that we receive the committee's recommendations, information, in
other words, file it in the recycling bin, if you'll pardon the expression. Effectively that means that we do not compare and
learn from the experiences of other jurisdictions in Canada. We all know the point’'s been made that we have contracts.
Obviously, nobody is suggesting in a million years we're just going to start breaking our contracts with people. But that
doesn't mean that things could occur where we were in a position where we would need new contracts or to revisit those
things that things, someone defaulted or something changed and that we should not be prepared with information to
make proper policy decisions and that's what the policy committee was trying to do. We can't...this way we would be
ready to plan for things or react if circumstances change and that is certainly not far from impossible. As was mentioned
earlier by the delegation, there are a number of jurisdictions in Canada who have brought some of their garbage
services back inhouse and you know, we all know that a portion of our services has been contracted out for decades,
the Mayor pointed that out. We all know that but what we're talking about is the difference from a hundred percent
contracting out to partially contracting out and there is a difference and that's what happened in 2005 was that we went
to a hundred percent contracting out and that meant no hand in the business and various other concerns. So the other
jurisdictions, Ottawa, Port Moody, St. John’s and Sherbrook, Quebec and others and parts of Vancouver area, have
brought some or all of the service back inhouse so it depends. It's different for different jurisdictions. And | guess | just
wonder why EPC is afraid or does not wish to find out more information about this? And my guess is that that
information threatens the preconceived views of some who are convinced that a hundred percent private is just simply
better. We don't need the facts. We don’t need the information. We just know this intuitively. But | really don't think that
everyone is in agreement with that and | think that's the main point here. At the time, in 2005, a few of us were here. The
vote was to go from to the full 100 percent of privately contracted. Councillor Vandal was not on Council at the time so
he didn't vote on that but several of us voted against it including Councillor Smith and Councillor Wyatt who were here at
the time. The 2005 decision meant that the City of Winnipeg no longer had a hand in the business whatsoever, no
capacity, no trucks to go and step in when problems arise or if there is a flood or various other times where they were
called into service for the City of Winnipeg for that matter. We now have to deal with the whole issue of managing all
these private contracts and try to get them to enforce the rules and follow the contracts and it's more removed from
control in terms of service delivery and that's a real issue and | know that...you know it isn't really an option when these
things happen and things go wrong to throw up our hands and just say, “oh, it's a private company, it's not us”. We still
have to deal with our constituents. The other concern in 2005 that was raised, was that there was a risk of one company
getting a monopoly and potentially affecting rates. You know, and at the time as, up until this new Emterra contract, BFI
did actually have all of the residential recycling contracts, all of them, one company and we were promised in 2005 that
that would not happen, that they’d be divided up. So | don't know if that's cost us or not because there’s been no audit,
there’s been no numbers and that's what CUPE and others have been calling for, for quite some time, it’s just, let's look
at the numbers objectively. Could we not be objective here? We know there’s a range of ideologies on this Council. I'm,
all I'm only asking for is objectivity from both sides and let's get the facts and the numbers on the table and | heard the
Mayor say that he would be happy to see an audit, so maybe that is the solution to this problem but that's not, that’s
what's on this table right now. So also at the time, | just wanted to add a little bit of history here, that in during the 2005
debate myself and another Councillor moved a motion to delay the decision for the hundred percent contracting out until
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there was a review of the suggest...a further review and discussion with CUPE about this internal savings that were
proposed of about a million dollars and that motion was defeated and the contracting out went...proceeded. Again there
were other choices at the time and more information potentially available that Council chose not to consider. And it
seems as if you know, again, we're just moving forward with the sort of ideological non-fact based view of you know,
private is always better, let's just do it that way and | think that's not how any Council should be operating especially
given that cities like Ottawa, others that are even larger than us, have made different choices. That decision was seven
years ago and there has never been an audit of the impact of all of that. And you know, | think that should happen. |
strongly believe that. Now, unfortunately, you know and just a little bit more about what it would look at is what is the
best, a mix of public and private is the issue, is one possibility anyway. And what would be the financial implications?
But all the Public Works Committee, they didn't agree to an audit. | wanted them to ask for an audit at Public Works, but
they wouldn’t go that far. Perhaps they felt we've been doing a lot of audits lately which is, | understand but what was
asked for and voted at our committee unanimously was to simply ask for information about what other jurisdictions we’re
doing and now with EPC recommendation to continue operating without that information, we are operating in a vacuum.
And I'd also just like to note, it kind of brings up the whole role Councillor Swandel mentioned the Council discussions
we’ve been having or had a while ago about process. And I'd like to know how you can justify denying the Standing
Policy Committee the ability to ask for information to make an informed policy decision because that's all we were doing
as a standing committee. | didn't even realize it had to come back to Council. | thought this committee just moved a
motion to have information brought back about these, and to look at the issue of garbage collection because we are a
policy committee that's supposed to look at that. And what has happened maybe it's not intentioned, maybe people
didn't realize what they were doing in that decision but in the decision to receive this as information, that's what they are
doing is taking away the proper role of the standing policy committee to make policy, you know. And we're not just
standing committees to stand still, we're supposed to be standing policy committees. So | also just quickly in closing, |
want to make it clear that I'm a very big supporter of the waste minimization efforts we've brought in. It certainly hasn't
been easy for everyone and | agree with automated pickup for the health and safety of those doing the work you know,
whoever they are employed by we have to take care of our employees or all people.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Browaty moves extension, all those in favour? Opposed? Carried.

Councillor Gerbasi: But and so asking for this information is not an attempt to take away from the improvements we’ve
had and the changes that we voted in through to get there. These are two separate issues so | just want to make that
clear to anybody who’s getting into this debate. And | also want to point out as an inner city Councillor, Councillor Smith
knows this well, there’s always challenges to garbage pickup in a big city. There always will be. We have illegal
dumping. We have crowding of bins in high density areas and abandoned waste issues; we have an aging population
and we require walk up service and all of these issues. Citizens expect and deserve a high level of service. So all I'm
asking for is some objective information about how to proceed, how to provide the level of service we require at an
acceptable cost and to do that based on facts rather than just conjecture. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Thanks, Councillor Gerbasi. Councillor Eadie followed by Councillor Smith, followed by Councillor
Fielding.

Councillor Eadie: Thank you, Speaker Nordman. The reason that this motion came to Council October 24th is
everybody knows and | heard the Mayor talking about cancelling a contract if they don't get up to date in time and
technically we couldn't cancel the contract because as we found out in August, August 1st when | called the garbage
apocalypse started, the fact of the matter was they had a month to get their act together and be able to deliver the
weekly garbage collection service, garbage and recycling collection service that they did, and yes, there was a lot of
problems but, and also with the walkups | will also point out people that it wasn't October 1st when all this started, it was
August 1st and actually prior to August 1st that it started. So in terms of that, the problems with the contract in terms of
walkup service, you know at the time there wasn't 1500 walkup service people on August 1. They were trying to deal
with maybe only a hundred or a couple hundred and they couldn't get it right and they still don't get it right in my
particular ward. They still keep having problems with the walkup service and | understand that you know if you end up
with a large amounts of people doing walkup, that really slows down your drivers being able to actually do the service in
a timely fashion. So | do understand the troubles with that but there was also a number of other issues going on with that
contract but in terms of public service and mixed, | heard the Mayor talk about Stephen Juba who had a mix. | don't
know and it's pretty interesting how we might extrapolate and say that Mr. Juba would’'ve actually privatized the whole
works which | don't think he would have so to actually say that Juba would have done that | think was a remiss but in
terms of the presentation, an audit would be appropriate. In my previous motion that we talked about there is no savings
but you know | should point out something for Councillor Mayes so he understands it. | assumed and my motion
assumed that when we moved $50 on to the water bill that we were moving $50 away from the $78 in property taxes.
That wasn't an issue of savings. I've constantly heard the head of solid waste, Mr. Drohomerski say that there are
savings as a result of going to this private contract with Emterra and so therefore, the savings aspect was not what's
being redirected into the new initiatives, it's the $50 extra that we added on that people are paying for our services to do
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that, just for explanation so in terms of the Mayor wanting an audit, if there are profits let's find out, or if there are
savings, let's find out and move to an audit perspective but in this particular report it just, it asks us to do benchmarks.
Now what we should’ve done is we own Brady Landfill. We own the garbage dump. | can understand going to a sole
contract with one company to deal with our recycles. They have the plant and make sense for them to do the whole city
but in terms of dividing up the garbage collection, we should’ve divided it up at least into four in the city rather than we
are now held to two different contracts and no private company’s going to be able to and if we have problems over the
next five years for us to be able to deal with taking over any kind of garbage services, we are tied to this company now
and it’s, | think it's just a dangerous situation to be in. And so | don't understand why we can't simply get some reports
and find out so we could protect ourselves and maybe it will happen at the end of the five years. Why not, let's do the
research now to make sure that this city, when the time comes, will be able to take over at least part of this thing to
make sure that there are service standards being met because I'm afraid there aren't service standards being met. It is
not an effective system as it's being delivered now and | think that maybe this company who got the contract under
estimated what it was really going to take to provide the service that they subscribed to and | continually see ongoing
problems so | think we should at least move towards doing the report that was called for by Public Works and so
therefore I'll be voting against the recommendation that came from EPC not to continue on this, thank you.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Smith.

Councillor Smith: Yes, Mr. Speaker. | certainly won't be voting for this asinine recommendation from Executive Policy
Committee. Why would they not want information? If I'd been on Public Works, | would’ve been calling for an audit. You
know we should know exactly what the situation is and how it's costing us money as taxpayers having it, in effect,
contracting out. You know, especially when you hear a report of cities like Ottawa saving millions of dollars by bringing
back inhouse. It makes a lot of sense. Now Councillor Vandal refers to the fact that we have a five year contract. Look it,
you know how long it takes to get things happening? Five years is very short time. By the time we get the information
and so forth, it's useful to proceed with this and therefore | suggest we should not support the Executive Policy
recommendation. Remember when before, we had good waste pickup, before May 17, 2005? Now we have missed
garbage, missed walkup service, abandoned bulky waste and garbage piled up and scattered in the back lanes. This
was, this has been going on not just with this current contractor but it was going on with BFI. You go through my ward to
the back lanes before this present contractor had it and you saw BFI did a sloppy job. Then BFI did not maintain their
trucks in good condition. The new contractor is paying most of their employees minimum wage and subcontracting
waste pickup with other employees and did we know all about this? No we didn't. I'll tell you private contractors are
mainly interested in profit. So they pay minimum wage, they have a turnover and thus they have a decrease in service.
Did we not select a new contract because they submitted the lowest bid? When we had private contractors to pick up
half of the waste while our crews picked up the other half, the private contractors knew that there was a possibility of us
taking the complete garbage collection. They performed better. It makes a lot of sense that we should have information.
We should not be going ahead and having a policy adopted on ideological grounds and the whim of the Mayor. You
know, it's about time that we got the information, the facts and therefore, | think we should not be supporting this motion
by the Executive Policy Committee. Thank you.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Fielding.

Councillor Fielding: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Well, I'm you know, quite interested in this debate and first of all, |
addressed the facts of the matter. Number one, as we know, it is a long term contract, there’s nothing that can be done
for the first five years that’s there. Just taking a step back, | have been on Council since 2006. The work in terms of the
rest of the contracting out, St. James it happened a long time earlier but it happened before | was elected, so | can't
speak of all the information that’s on the floor of Council but | can tell you at the time, the reason why they looked to do
contracting out was two things, number one, to cost savings for taxpayers and there were existing problems that were
there within the system. So if you look at the cost parameters, and | think that the Canadian Federation of Independent
Business has done an analysis on this in terms of cost comparisons for the private sector verses the public sector and
the reality is, there’s a stark difference between the two and what does that mean? | know Councillor Smith raises this,
it's the age old argument is City of Winnipeg a place of employment or is it a place to deliver services? And | think that
we need to deliver cost effective services for people and | think that the process that’s in place works right now. The
Mayor had identified | think earlier will add some to the question | know that one of the CUPE bosses is here today and
talking in terms of some of the aspects for. While CUPE had an opportunity and this is before | was elected, but they had
an opportunity to find some savings within the system, as | understand that they didn’t come forward with any savings
and so what happened at that point was that the service was contracted out. Now what's happened since then, | think
the service has been relatively good. We've had some hiccups with the new process that’s gone in place for the last few
weeks but as everyone indicated, it seems to be getting better. Now there was also another thing that a lot of the
Councillors, my good friend Councillor Gerbasi and my friend Councillor Eadie and my friend Councillor Smith as well
you know talk about the fairness and evaluating this, evaluations. Well, we put forth managed competition and | heard
from all three of the members here is how unfair this was and how justice was and how we shouldn't look at evaluating
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how services are run and operated. So you’ve got to have some consistency. If it's not good for any other services, why
is...why all of a sudden is it the most fair thing in the world to do the evaluations for. Now what | would suggest is | would
support something like this. | support all the managed competition because | think it's important as representatives of the
City to ensure that we’re delivering taxpayer services in the most effective way forth. Also what | would suggest is if the
unions and CUPE think they can deliver the service, put their money where the mouth is, bid on the work, if you can bid
on the work, if you can bid on the work and you can get the contract, I've got no problems at all CUPE getting the work
in the future, but if you're not willing to bid on the work, why should we just give it to them? We have a responsibility for
our taxpayers to deliver tax, tax and services in a most cost effective way and so when | hear Councillors talk out of one
side of their mouth about two months ago or a month ago and we talked about managed competition and now they’re all
of a sudden saying heralding the...you know, why we should make these evaluations, where everything else is fine, let's
get all the information out on the table and if you use what they want, then you can most definitely bid on it. So over the
last few days, I've seen some of the media blitz that the unions have put forth, the CUPE bosses are here and the media
blitz that they've done in terms of some of the delivering our services. Well, | think that there’s been some great
decisions that have been made and I'm going to stand up for taxpayers and if we can deliver service in the most cost
effective way where there’s some problems | think we should go forward. So that's why I'm supporting the motion that
came through the Executive Policy Committee. There’s nothing that can be done for five years but my closing comments
are if the unions want to bid on the work, have at it and if they beat the price that the private sector can do it, then they
should get the works. That's my comments. Thank you.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Swandel.

Councillor Swandel: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | just want to clear up a few points that have been put on the floor here.
The first point is the extra cost put on the utility bill for garbage and recycling collection and yard waste collection.
People have to remember that this is on the, for the most part on the infrastructure side, this is covering the cost of the
new carts which used to be purchased, all garbage bins were purchased by home owners before now the City is
providing the carts. It's also covering the cost of increased recycling facilities. | can’t recall the numbers but at our last
council meeting, somebody made a point to standing up and saying what the diversion was from solid waste to
recycling, stuff going to the dump as opposed going into recycling facilities. So we knew going into this that there was a
huge need to build a second recycling facility and we’ve seen that from the experience that happened in the northwest
part of the city. There’s also a need to build the new yard waste composting facility at Brady Landfill so that's for the
majority of those monies are going to and those are on the capital side. They’re not on the operating side which is where
the contracted pick up garbage is. And I, you know, | understand there is a bunch of ideology floating around and CUPE
is a special interest group and they’re here to represent their members or to grow their memberships so they can bring
more wealth into the union to serve whatever purpose as they wish to serve. But at the end of the day, we were very
cognizant when we looked at the contract that came out. It was the value for taxpayers that made it easy to make the
decision that it was such a good value that even when you factored in the risk of no competition in the marketplace, a
single provider, it was still a very easy decision to make. There’s something that happens when people have a political
need to oppose something. More and more these days, there’s two things that you hear. One is oh we haven't had
enough public consultation. Where is the public consultation on this? The other thing you hear when people don't like
things is we need an audit and we're almost getting to be a country where we're doing government by audit and | don't
think that's why anybody in this room got elected. We don't want to be doing government by audit and | would remind
people that many of the people who do the analysis for us belong to labour organizations. And that we should also
respect those labour organizations as well as CUPE when they speak here because those folks are members of labour
organizations as well when they bring the information forward that allows us to make the decisions that we make. So |
would encourage you all to stop and think before you start using language like we need an audit or this needs more
public consultation and take a look at what your actual motivations are. | guess one final comment and that's the CUPE
delegation, obviously a special interest. So you've got to ask yourself who’s asking and why are they asking. Ask
yourself is there a financial reward to the special interest that's here in delegation or is there a political reward? If you're
motivated by something else, are they part of a political campaign and | think you can see from things that are going on
in the media these days that this is, you know for lack of better term, a political action group as well as people who
represent labour. So, be always cognizant of where the representations are coming from and let's make decisions about
our city, not just about the special interests.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Havixbeck.

Councillor Havixbeck: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | think the timing of this recommendation from the Standing Policy
Committee is really quite off. As a member of EPC who voted not to proceed with this recommendation, | think there are
some circumstances here that people need to pay attention to. These same Councillors that are requesting this review
are all the same Councillors who voted back on October 11, 2011 in support of this current waste minimization plan. |
heard comments today like why did they not want information or costing us more money as taxpayers. | heard things like
we need to get facts and numbers; need to know what other jurisdictions are doing. We should’ve known those things
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before making a decision and | believe that a lot of that information if you go back to the actual document which is on
line available to all, is in the document. On the one hand, | do have to say there are still many complaints, | get
complaints every Friday morning because my pickup day is Thursdays in Charleswood-Tuxedo. But each week | notice
a decrease and | think that's what's important here. So you don't throw the baby out with the bath water. Every single
one of these Councillors asking for this analysis was in support of the original plan proposed back in October of 2011.

Councillor Eadie: Point of privilege. | did not vote for the garbage plan on October 11, 2011.

Mr. Speaker: So noted.

Councillor Eadie: Thank you.

Councillor Gerbasi: Point of Personal Privilege. | did and I'm... it has nothing to do with this motion.

Councillor Havixbeck: My question is why now are these same Councillors asking for this to come forward and taking
a step back? Going back to Hansard who former Councillor Gord Steeves always said was king, in this case, queen.
Quote from Councillor Gerbasi “there was significant public consultation and a lot of times we hear complaints about that
public consultation process”. We had the consultation. We had the information. We made an informed decision around
this table. We are only five or six weeks into this process. | think moving backwards and looking at other alternatives at
this point is premature. I'm not saying there shouldn't be penalties, where penalties need to exist. However, | think that
people expect a basic service like garbage and recycling collection to be done and done on time. And | have people in
Charleswood-Tuxedo who have never received a water bill because they don't have water and sewer. They will now be
getting a bill. They have been tolerant of this process and patient and waited and even with the snowfall recently have
said despite all this, we're still going to wait and see how this all unfolds. Any kind of review like this should’'ve been
done at the outset before making such a decision, and | would welcome CUPE bidding on this process when the
contract comes due. Should that opportunity open and | look forward to continuing to work with staff. Our City of
Winnipeg staff who are being very helpful when there are anomalies to improve the city service that the City of Winnipeg
provides and | welcome the next phases that we all voted for last October which includes organic waste pickups,
recycling centres and furthering our city's diversion rates and | think that's what's really important here. Thank you.

Mr. Speaker: Mayor Katz.

Mayor Katz: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Some good discussion. I'll try and just deal with some factual information, Mr.
Speaker. First of all, I'm extremely proud that as Mayor and as member of this Council, after over a decade of debates,
we actually have a waste minimization plan that we can all be proud of, Mr. Speaker. We know where we were. We
were dead last. We know where we wanted to be and if you look at some of the results, how the amount, the number of
times going to the Brady Landfill is dropping significantly and the amount of recycling is increasing significantly, that's
exactly what this is all about. That's number one, why we have waste minimization. But Mr. Speaker, | happened to be
there in 2005. | know exactly what went on and | can tell you that any time someone mentions ideology, you know that's
exactly what it's all about and several people today on the floor of Council have mentioned ideology. So let me just
share with you, going back to 2005 Mr. Speaker. A report came forward from the administration. There’s no ideology
there, Mr. Speaker, that we could save over $2 million if we contracted out, similar to what Mayor Juba and the former
Councillor did. They contracted out, Mr. Speaker. People love to use the word, “privatize”. They contracted it out, Mr.
Speaker. Privatize scares people so that's why they like to use those words, Mr. Speaker. The reality is this is what they
came up with and | spent six months with the union saying you know what, just get us close. You don't even have to
match the contract, just get us close and we can work something out and guess what Mr. Speaker, after about six
months, they say you know what we can get these savings, too. Let's go. | said terrific. And | remember sitting face-to-
face and | said let's just put it all down in writing and | was told, oh we can't do it in writing. | said, well then how am |
supposed to take it into Council if you won't put it in writing and vis-a-vis by a 9-7 vote we contracted out, 9-7 vote, to
save over $2 million. That's like increasing property taxes by point five percent, Mr. Speaker. People didn't care about
the savings, okay. They cared about other things and | understand, Mr. Speaker when there’s pressure on people here.
I've heard Councillors who are sitting here on the floor today talk about the great support they got from the union.
Without them they may not be here today. There is an election coming in two years. I'm sure they are very nervous
about that, Mr. Speaker. | get it. | understand that but that's not what this is all about, Mr. Speaker. | asked them very
basic questions, okay? If you're auditing one side would you do the audit,? “Well | can’'t answer that, you have to talk to
somebody else”. Pretty simple question Mr. Speaker, and I'm very thankful that Councillor Fielding brought it out. The
realities are, we're here, to provide the best service and get the best value and that's what we've done Mr. Speaker,
nothing other than that, no ideology. There isn't anything that | can think about if someone brings to Council and we can
save millions of dollars for our taxpayers. How could you not consider that Mr. Speaker? That's what we did and we
have a contract right now and there were at least | believe a minimum of three bidders on the contract and Emterra won
the contract by a significant amount of money. Were there problems in the beginning? Absolutely, there’s no question
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about that but we changed an entire concept of the way we were doing garbage, Mr. Speaker and what people seem to
forget is in the past whether we had the union providing garbage collection or whether we had the contracted out, there
were problems back then, too, Mr. Speaker. There’s always been days where people have missed, it's been late, there’s
been problems. Nothing new, nothing new, Mr. Speaker. So why this debate is going on, | don't know. We've entered
into good faith into an agreement, we know we're going to honour that agreement, we know our waste minimization
program is paying off. Why aren't we all happy? Why aren’t we celebrating? That's what we should be doing Mr.
Speaker and | will be supporting.

Mr. Speaker: No further comments? Councillor Vandal to close.

Councillor Vandal: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It's been a very good discussion. Bordering on philosophical so | want to
bring us back down to reality, what we're dealing with today. The motion clearly asks for that the City of Winnipeg Public
Service consider reestablishing the solid waste collection services within the public service. And yet, one year and two,
three weeks ago, City Council voted, | believe Councillor Harvey Smith who's the originator of the motion voted to sign a
five year contract with Emterra for garbage and recycling pickup. Councillor Ross Eadie, | remember, did not vote for
that. (Inaudible) | apologize Councillor Smith, | thought you have voted for it. Emterra has since spent millions of dollars
purchasing a fleet to pick up our garbage and our waste collection. They spent millions of dollars equipping that fleet
with a natural gas proponent to propel their fleet, something that's environmentally cutting edge, something that’s not
done in many cities, across the City of Winnipeg. The administration have spent many hours, blood, sweat and tears
administering the contract since we started six weeks ago, Mr. Speaker. Six weeks ago this contract started and three
quarters of the City of Winnipeg and six weeks later, Mr. Speaker, we're asking our administration to come forward with
a report on how other cities do it. | come forward with the perspective Mr. Speaker that contracts need to be honoured
whether they are contracts with our public service, our unions or whether they are contracts with Emterra, our private,
and not just Emterra but other private contractors throughout the City of Winnipeg. So six weeks after they've actually
started implementing something that was almost unanimously approved by City Council, we're asking to, according to
the motion, to consider bringing the work in-house. Mr. Speaker, this issue is not going to go away. We know five years
does pass very quickly. Some of us will be here in five years, some of us won't. There’s going to be a more opportune
time as Councillor Havixbeck said to re-discuss this, once we have the benchmarks in, once we have and the solid
waste, the waste minimization numbers in, Mr. Speaker. That would be a more appropriate time to have this discussion
and | know it's going to come back. But six weeks after the Emterra began collecting the garbage and recycling now is
not the time to talk about bringing this inhouse, Mr. Speaker. It's a very practical argument, it's common sense and |
hope this passes unanimously.

Mr. Speaker: That concludes the discussion on Item 5. All those in favour?
Mayor Katz: Recorded vote.

Mr. Speaker: All right, recorded vote. All those in favour, rise.

A RECORDED VOTE was taken the result being as follows:
Yeas

His worship Mayor Katz, Councillors Browaty, Fielding, Havixbeck, Pagtakhan, Sharma, Steen, Swandel, Vandal, Mr.
Speaker Councillor Nordman.

Nays
Councillors Eadie, Gerbasi, Mayes, Orlikow, Smith.
City Clerk: The vote Mr. Speaker, Yeas 10, Nays 5.

Mr. Speaker: Motion carried. All right. We move to question period. There are no by-laws for...Harvey has a question?
Harvey, Councillor Smith, directed to Councillor Vandal.
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STANDING POLICY COMMITTEE ON
INFRASTRUCTURE RENEWAL AND PUBLIC WORKS
QUESTION PERIOD

Councillor Smith: Councillor Vandal, as you know, clean burning modern incinerators turn waste material into heat,
electricity and recyclable metals. One example is Vancouver where a single plant is producing enough electricity to
power 15,000 homes. And in Denmark, the Danes are building a waste treatment plant and they’re discussing importing
waste material from Sweden because they do not produce enough waste in their country to maximize the use of their
plant. Why has your department not taken this creative environmental approach? Have they even investigated this
direction rather than burying our waste in a landfill?

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Vandal.

Councillor Vandal: Mr. Speaker, one year ago we embarked on a very ambitious waste minimization plan that is going
to bring us from the bottom of Canadian cities in waste minimization to centre near the top. We are doing our share in
reducing greenhouse gases, but certainly Councillor Smith brings forward some very valid points. I’'m going to take his
suggestions under advisement and I'm going to challenge the administration to respond in writing to Councillor Smith
and to all of City Council.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Mayes.

Councillor Mayes: Thank you Mr. Speaker. Question for the Chair of the Committee through you. I've tried to infuse it
with philosophy or ideology but unfortunately, | cannot. It actually refers to a little park called Little Mountain Park.
Some folks who use that called me up and | said “just call your ward Councillor”. Remarkably there is no ward
Councillor for this little park, so we sometimes get accused of only doing stuff for our wards so this was a nice chance to
do something for these folks, and their question pertained to the off-leash dog park which happens to be in Little
Mountain Park and the long term, | suppose, or medium term idea that Chief Peguis Trail might be extended right
through that park. | don’t have the details. | know Councillor Vandal’s been a tireless champion of the off-leash dog
park proposed for St. Boniface and if we lose one in Little Mountain perhaps we need to even more seriously get that
one going in St. Boniface, but perhaps at Committee, the Infrastructure Committee, we can take a look at that.
Councillor Sharma, | know, would know a lot more about that park and the Chief Peguis Trail than | do, but if we can
take that up at the committee level to take a look at what these folks are raising with the off-leash dog park and the road
extension, I'm just wondering if we could pursue that at the next Infrastructure Committee meeting.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Vandal.

Councillor Vandal: Mr. Speaker, absolutely | will. | know there’s a growing movement in my part of the city for an off-
leash dog park. I'm not sure it's going to be any sort of replacement for Little Mountain Park. That's at different parts of
the city, but nevertheless we will follow up.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Eadie.

Councillor Eadie: Yes thank you Speaker Nordman. Through you to the Chairperson of Public Works, without hazard
of talking philosophically, on a practical point, | would just like to ask this question. | realize we have a five-year
contract. Can the Chairperson tell me when the day’s going to come in the area where they started August 1% that
Emterra will actually in a timely fashion be able to collect not only whole parts of neighbourhoods on time every week as
well as picking up bulk waste in the timely fashion that they’re supposed to under contract. Can you tell me any time
soon when they will actually be delivering the service, that they subscribed to provide us, based on the contract that they
probably under-estimated it was going to take them to provide?

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Vandal.

Councillor Vandal: Mr. Speaker, I'm told by the administration by several other people that our collections are
improving including in the Mynarski Ward. When they’re going to be back to the service levels that they were at before
the new system, it's hard for me to give a precise date but | will say that there’s been constant improvements in
Mynarski and all parts of the city of Winnipeg, and in fact | talked to quite a few people who, when they drive down the
back lanes of Councillor Eadie’s ward and Councillor Pagtakhan’s ward have communicated to me that it's never been
cleaner now that the autobins are gone, now that we’re picking up on a regular basis. | am getting that sort of feedback
from constituents from Winnipeggers. | did a drive-around with Councillor Eadie about two months ago and it actually
looked quite clean to us and we actually talked to some citizens. Stopped the car and asked those citizens how they
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were liking the new service and we got positive feedback from those people we spoke to. Certainly not a valid sample of
the constituency. | know there are problems, but the only thing | can say is that collections are improving.

Mr. Speaker: Follow up?

Councillor Eadie: Thank you Speaker Nordman. I'm wondering if the Chairperson could get back to me with...we
have an owner at 240 Austin whose garage burnt down because Emterra didn’t pick up the bulk waste for seven weeks.
Could the Chairperson get back to me on what in the contract Emterra has in order...what obligations they have to pay
to repair this person’s garage that was burnt down because they didn’t manage to collect the bulk waste for seven
weeks?

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Vandal.
Councillor Vandal: Certainly I'll take that under advisement and get back to Councillor Eadie.

Mr. Speaker: Any further questions for Infrastructure Renewal and Public Works? Seeing none, we’ll conclude that
report. Our next report is Standing Policy Committee on Finance. We have no chairman, we have no report, no motions,
no consideration of by-laws and | guess no question period. We'll move then further to Downtown Development,
Heritage and Riverbank Management. Councillor Pagtakhan.

REPORT OF THE STANDING POLICY COMMITTEE ON
DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT, HERITAGE AND RIVERBANK MANAGEMENT
DATED NOVEMBER 5, 2012

Councillor Pagtakhan: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It's my pleasure to introduce the report and move Item no. 1.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Eadie would like to stand down No. 1. Seeing that. Please Visa, go ahead.

Item 1 — Sale of Property — South of Pacific Avenue and West of Paulin Street
Mr. Speaker: Councillor Pagtakhan.
Councillor Pagtakhan: Yeah, I'll wait to hear what the comments are and respond.
Mr. Speaker: Councillor Eadie.

Councillor Eadie: Thanks, Speaker Nordman. | will be voting for this. | just was wondering if the Chairperson of
Downtown Heritage and Riverbank Management could tell me exactly which, a better description of where this property
is and why we're selling it?

Mr. Speaker: No further...Councillor Swandel.

Councillor Swandel: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | won't be supporting this. This is you know, on its face it sounds, it
seems like something that's good to do. I'm very familiar with this piece of land. There’s been a couple of opportunities in
the past or we've tried a couple of times to bring parties to that land to build housing that would bring ownership to the
community and when you look in this area, it's a bit of an island there, Pacific Avenue, Ross Avenue | guess to the west
you have Elgin, Princess on the east. Maybe you could go all the way down to Elgin on the...or to William on the south
and out to maybe as far as Logan even on the north but it's a nice little pocket. But what's going on in that
neighbourhood is there is so much housing in there that doesn’t have any ownership. It's all...they’re small houses, they
are rental and they tend to be, become you know, it's a transient population so there’s no real sense of community in
there as a whole. When we looked at this land before, we looked at the opportunity to do something where we would
build the ownership...the habitat was a great opportunity, unfortunately for financial, technical type reasons they had to
move off of doing something on this piece of land. By doing it, by having something like Habitat, you could’ve sort of
looked at some of the people that were in there that you could’ve drawn into this some ownership and get him more
firmly anchored in the community and create some of that community capacity that will help turn it around because some
of the housing policy in there right now is really just you know, we'll build a house here and then you'll have sort of five
war-torn houses and then we’ll build another one and there’s sort of never-ending cycle of the housing being degraded
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and then the City or the Province coming in and doing some type of renewal but not with any great strategic planning
and certainly not with any connection to some of the social issues that are driving it and | think that's one of the failures
when you do things like this. | think it’s...it would be a failure for us to be doing government subsidized housing in here
and even though this talks about 50 percent ownership and 50 percent rental, | don't know who'’s going in on the
ownership side when you’re in the same building as subsidized housing, like government housing because you know,
whether you like it or not and people might cringe when | say it, but there tends to be around government housing,
there’s a ghettoization and there is a higher crime rate. There’s all kinds of other social issues that come when you have
these clusters of government housing. And | don’t think it's good housing policy, | think it's in fact detrimental housing
policy. There’s still opportunities to do something with this piece of land for that, for that area to go out in a broader
perspective and to do it in conjunction with a program that's addressing the social needs, just going through it and
understanding who the individuals are that living there. How do you get to the point where they could have ownership in
their community rather than moving from one busted up house to another busted up house? What supports do they
need and they could be simple things. So | just encourage you all to take a good look at this and think strongly about is
this the best thing to do with this piece of land in the neighbourhood that's so badly needs complete revitalization? You
don't have to go too far. You go over on the other side of Higgins, the railroad tracks and get into Charles Walk there
behind the Mount Carmel Clinic | think it is and you could see when government’s done housing like that what the issues
are that come with it. And | don't think we want to do this here, | think there’s a better way to do this to leverage this
piece of land; to strengthen this community far more than just by building a hundred units and handing it over to a
government agency to run it. So | hope we can find some support here to at least send this back and take a complete
policy perspective on how to best accomplish revitalization in this area using this piece of land as an anchor point to
move out into the broader area.

Mr. Speaker: Mayor Katz.

Mayor Katz: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker as was mentioned earlier by Councillor Swandel when this came
forward this piece of property a few years ago regarding habitat for humanity, | was very supportive and unfortunately,
due to circumstances beyond their control, they weren't able to move forward and then when another opportunity was
bought, was brought forward regarding Winnipeg Housing Rehabilitation, | met with them, along with the Councillor and
Councillor Pagtakhan and I, we had a discussion, Mr. Speaker and there was a genuine concern that | expressed, Mr.
Speaker. I've seen too many housing developments in the city and | would say to you in my opinion, they sometimes
were creating ghettos. | didn't want to see that and the discussion that was put on the table was that half of this
development would be ownership and half of this development would be rental. It would be mixed which | think is a good
way to go, and | did say back then that | would support it, and | stand here before you today to say that | will continue to
support it keeping in mind it's going to be awhile before that moves forward as a result of the necessity for the WPS to
be using that land but from my point of view, if you have it mixed with ownership and rentals, it's a good scenario. If it
was just rentals, you and | might be having a different dialogue right now Mr. Speaker, but | will be supportive of this and
| just want to put that on the record.

Mr. Speaker: No further comments? Councillor Pagtakhan to close.

Councillor Pagtakhan: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker and | appreciate all the comments around. This piece of
land Mr. Speaker, is bounded by Ross Avenue to the south, Paulin Street to the east and to the north it's Pacific Avenue
approximately half the land Mr. Speaker is sodded and the other half is paved. And as was mentioned before, this
particular initiative in the report allows the Winnipeg Police Service to utilize this parking lot until such a time as they no
longer use it when they move to their new headquarters. Mr. Speaker, | appreciate the comment regarding revitalization
and that's exactly what's happening here. There’s a secondary plan and the neighbourhood plan that was done by the
City of Winnipeg about six years ago and this particular initiative with mixed housing, mixed tenure housing, and multi-
medium density housing is very important and required for this neighbourhood to realize the revitalization to turn this
neighbourhood around. Just a little bit about Winnipeg Housing Rehabilitation Corporation Mr. Speaker, they are a very
award winning development corporation; have won numerous awards for the development on William avenue with
respect to what's called a net zero housing where the house was bit, where the two units basically, a duplex was built
that doesn't consume any energy, pretty much 99 percent back into the house so and just to the west of this particular
parcel of land Mr. Speaker, close to Isabel, between Isabel and Ellen Street Mr. Speaker, Winnipeg Housing and Rehab
Corporation is also developing a fully 100 percent condominium property. And over the last six years, Mr. Speaker | just
want to let you know, that they actually have been building, they've built 12 homes, single family homes for home
ownership and they are fully occupied, Mr. Speaker and it is, it's a wonderful thing to see that. Certainly there is a huge
concentration of rental in this neighbourhood and it's kind of lopsided and this particular project, while there is also a
need for low vacancy rate for rental, there is also a need for more rental so this particular project supports 50 units of
rental, 50 units of home ownership, plus as well as a multi-purpose community space on the main level and it will be a
multi-level, multi-story, mixed tenure housing. It's supported by the department. | want to thank the committee for their
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support and thank Executive Policy for this and it's these kinds of projects Mr. Speaker that create a high density
sustainable city and | hope that we have full support of Council here today. Thank you very much.

Mr. Speaker: Thanks, Councillor Pagtakhan. Seeing no further comments. All those in favour of item 1?7 Recorded vote.

A RECORDED VOTE was taken the result being as follows:
Yeas

His Worship Mayor Katz, Councillors Browaty, Eadie, Fielding, Gerbasi, Havixbeck, Mayes, Orlikow, Pagtakhan,
Sharma, Smith, Vandal, Mr. Speaker Councillor Nordman.

Nays
Councillors Steen, Swandel.
Deputy City Clerk: The vote Mr. Speaker, Yeas 13, Nays 2.
Mr. Speaker: Motion carried. Do we have question period for downtown? No questions for the Councillor Pagtakhan,

the new chair? Seeing none, we'll move on to the Standing Policy Committee for Property and Development and we'll
ask Councillor Browaty to put forward 1 through 14, | guess.

REPORT OF THE
STANDING POLICY COMMITTEE ON PROPERTY AND DEVELOPMENT
DATED NOVEMBER 6, 2012

Councillor Browaty: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I'd like to introduce the report of November 6, 2012 and move ltems 5
through 7, 9 through 12 and 14 as consent. Five through seven, five, six, seven, nine, ten, eleven, twelve and fourteen.

Councillor Gerbasi: Ten please.

Mr. Speaker: All right, and...

Councillor Gerbasi: Ten and | think he’s pulled off 13 already.
Councillor Browaty: Yes.

Councillor Gerbasi: Yes, so ten please.

Mr. Speaker: Yeah, okay. So at this point, we have...

Councillor Browaty: Five, six, seven, nine, eleven, twelve and fourteen.

Mr. Speaker: All right. All those in favour? Opposed? Carried.

Item 1 — Area Structure Plan — Waverley West — West Neighbourhood Area — SP 1/2012
Councillor Browaty: That's with No. 2 as well and those matters will go with No. 2 as well.

Mr. Speaker: One and two are together?
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Item 2 — Subdivision and Rezoning - Waverly West Neighbourhood and Kenaston/Bison Southwest
DASZ 8/2012

Councillor Swandel: ...so | believe that takes precedent over the clause.
Mr. Speaker: Yes, we do. So we have to...Our practice in the past has been that we put the motions on the floor and at
this point we can also refer if that's the will of the Council. We're just speaking with the mover.

Councillor Browaty: I'd like to move to debate these items, they will be debated, all these items at this time.

Mr. Speaker: Okay.
(Inaudible speaking in the background)

Councillor Eadie: Can we vote on the referral?
Councillor Browaty: Yeah, referrals are votable questions.
Mr. Speaker: Yes, ma’am.

Councillor Gerbasi: I'm not, I'm just wondering if somebody wants to refer it at this time, could they not stand up and
ask for that? There would be a vote on that, yes or no, and then we would go if that was in the past.

Mr. Speaker: That's what we were checking on. What's the will of your motions, Councillor Swandel?

Councillor Swandel: Well, | mean | would prefer to see it referred without any debate on the clause because the
referral is specifically that we need more information in order to be able to debate these things properly. There’s been
some substantial changes since the public hearing happened at a community committee and there was actually some
misinformation put forward at or somehow through the Property and Development Standing Policy Committee process
so I'll try to get it back into the public realm so all the parties can have a proper discussion on it so | don't know what
point it serves to be debating the clause itself here because it's really, it's that misinformation that's causing the problem
here. | don't, Mr. Speaker, | don’t know how better to say that.

Mr. Speaker: We speak to this as a protocol...

City Clerk: The motion in front of us today is a motion but it provides instruction that you want to convene a new public
hearing. So a motion for referral with instructions is debatable. In the past, Council has always dealt with a motion to
refer with instructions with any other matters that accompany it, i.e. whether there’s amendments or the item itself,
however Council can decide to just deal with Motion 2 right now on its own if that's your decision.

Councillor Swandel: Point of Order, Mr. Speaker. Could you clarify what would make it not a motion with instructions
and have it go back to...because to me a motion to refer means it's going to some committee, somewhere. We can’t go
back legally, we cannot go back to Community Committee without having a public hearing, | don’t think. So it's just a
matter of referring it back to Community Committee but the idea is we have to have a further conversation here. | don't
see, Mr. Speaker, | don’t see this as being a motion with instructions because we're not giving up specific instruction to
take an action. This is a motion to refer to the Committee which is not a motion with instructions.

Councillor Browaty: Mr. Speaker, | believe that we as Council in the past when it comes to development applications
has had a lot of discussions about procedures and such so that developers have some certainly that you know the
project’'s going to move forward. This whole notion that we send things back for countless public hearings at the whim
of...I think all the issues have been raised in this particular motion here have been dealt with sufficiently and I think we
know how to debate on this now.

Mr. Speaker: All right. It's put in my responsibility to identify whether this is a motion to refer or a flat motion to refer, a
motion to refer with instructions. I'm suggesting that it's a motion to refer so I'll call the question on that and Councillor
Swandel is allowed to introduce the motion to refer, followed by response from the Chair, Councillor Browaty. So three
minutes, three minutes.
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STANDING POLICY COMMITTEE ON PROPERTY AND DEVELOPMENT
MOTIONS

Motion No. 2
Moved by Councillor Swandel,
Seconded by Councillor Orlikow,

Councillor Swandel: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. This is a pretty straightforward motion. I'll read it.

WHEREAS the Waverley West area has seen significant changes since the public hearings on SP1/2012 and DASZ
8/2012;

AND WHEREAS those changes include budget increases and delays on the extension of Kenaston Boulevard;
AND WHEREAS those delays and increases will greatly impact the existing neighbourhoods;

AND WHEREAS those changes include the announcement of an 8 classroom addition to a shoulder community to
accommodate Waverley West students;

AND WHEREAS residents in that that area have expressed concern about traffic and student safety as well as an
overall concern about the change to their existing neighbourhood look and feel;

AND WHEREAS the proponent expressed a desire to see 2 lots go to community supportive living;

AND WHEREAS the proponent had mentioned a "better way" to accomplish getting the 2 lots donated to a community
supportive living resource at the public hearing;

AND WHEREAS the Standing Policy Committee has arbitrarily deleted the gifting of those lots to provide for the needs
of some of the most vulnerable people in our society;

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that Items 1 and 2 of the Standing Policy Committee on Property and Development
dated November 6, 2012 be referred back to Community Committee for further public hearing.

Councillor Swandel: You know | tried to get some of this information up to the Standing Policy Committee on Property
and Development and | was shut down, | wasn't allowed to basically complete a sentence. And you know that was
unfortunate. | don't think we would be here today if | was able to get that information out there at that time. But you can
see from the totality of what's being stated in the whereas is here that there are significant issues that are going to affect
both the proponent and the existing neighbourhoods and the rest of Waverley West as its being built out. One of the
things when you have these large subdivision applications or structure planned applications, they are basically in barren
lands. You know, the road hasn't even been pushed through into this area so there’s nobody adjacent to it and the
community isn't really cognizant of some of the impacts. Since that time, the public hearing we have seen these other
issues rise to the surface and | can tell you, it's specifically on the school issue that with the premier's announcement out
there in the last week or so, there’s been a great deal of new desire for input from area residents knowing that part of
what the changes of this are going to have an impact in their existing neighbourhoods. But that's just one example but |
don't think it's fair for us to try and negotiate that here either at standing policy committee or through this process. We
really need to do it in a venue where the community and proponent can engage and at the community committee can
arrive at a proper decision on how best to move forward. With the understanding that it's important for development to
move forward. This is not trying to hinder development, this is actually trying to maintain orderly development.

Mr. Speaker: Thank you, Councillor Swandel, Councillor Browaty, three minutes.

Councillor Browaty: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. | appreciate the challenges when you deal with a
development application, developing new lands and all the items that Councillor Swandel mentioned in terms of the area
structure plan. Going through the items he mentioned though specifically, budget increases with Kenaston Boulevard, |
mean that's going through the budget process; that has nothing to do with us right here today. And whereas these
delays will greatly increase the impact on existing neighbourhoods. As moved by the community committee and
supported by Property and Development and EPC, there were controls over the number of buildable lots that are going
to be allowed until such time as the new infrastructure was in. If there’s a further concern about that, there can be further
amendments if that's the desire of the Councillor if he wishes to relax those particular limits that was placed on it by the
Community Committee supported by standing policy committee and EPC. In regards to the schools, there were
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limitations based on the number of buildable lots until the schools according to our infrastructure plan, were put in again
supported by the other levels. When it comes to the issue about giving two buildable lots to supportive living, the advice
was from our legal services department that we do not have that within our City Charter. It's very specific that when it
comes to taking land on a green field development, land can be taken for roadways and a 10 percent land dedication for
parks and open spaces. Specifying that it goes to one particular group or even just to the city is really beyond the scope
of our development parameters and our City Charter and unfortunately it's not appropriate and it sets a bad precedent
that you know we only pick one group and take...basically steal one from one group to give to a group like this. No
matter how worthy the important group is. A better way, again, we don't have a policy or framework to decide what type
of support of groups would be getting housing like this. And again | don’t think it's a can of worms that we need to be
opening here at City Council. And therefore, | mean | think we have an issue before us. | think the reason for sending it
back is superfluous and | encourage us to deal with it today.

Mr. Speaker: All right. I'll call the question on this motion. All right. All those in favour of Motion 27?

A RECORDED VOTE was taken the result being as follows:
Yeas
Councillors Eadie, Orlikow, Smith, Swandel.
Nays

His Worship Mayor Katz, Councillors Browaty, Fielding, Gerbasi, Havixbeck, Mayes, Pagtakhan, Sharma, Steen,
Vandal, Mr. Speaker Councillor Nordman.

City Clerk: The vote Mr. Speaker, Yeas 4, Nays 11.
Councillor Browaty: Okay.

Mr. Speaker: The Item 1.

Motion No. 1
Moved by Councillor Eadie,
Seconded by Councillor Smith,

WHEREAS the Access Advisory Committee has become concerned with a lack of sidewalks being placed in frontage
road right of ways along collector streets in new neighbourhood developments;

AND WHEREAS frontage road right of ways are being located along collector streets in the Waverley West - West
Neighbourhood;

AND WHEREAS a boulevard is created between the frontage road and collector street that lines up with collector street
sidewalks;

AND WHEREAS collector streets have sidewalks built on both sides of the street that will end at the frontage road
entrances/exits which will pose a danger to pedestrians who will have to walk on the frontage road to get anywhere;

AND WHEREAS the collector streets will have a continuous flow of traffic at peak times due to the use of traffic circles;

AND WHEREAS bus stops will be located in the frontage road boulevard, being difficult to navigate to from a frontage
road;

AND WHEREAS frontage road right of way sidewalks are not built along driveways to people’s houses;

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Waverley West - West Neighbourhood Area - SP 1/2012 Area Structure
Plan, Schedule 1, paragraph 7.4.3 Sidewalk Policy be amended to add the following:



28 COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF WINNIPEG
November 14, 2012

3 Sidewalks shall be provided in the boulevards created between a frontage road and collector street aligning
with the collector street sidewalks.

Councillor Browaty: Item No. 1 and 2 and the motion to amend here from Councillor Eadie and Councillor Smith as
well. Just...this is again, the next section of the Waverley West Development, this is an MHRC Development. In regards
to Councillor Eadie and Councillor Smith's motion to amend, | think the intention here is good. It was just pointed out by
the area planner though, looking at the existing language in the plan, sidewalks are already required on collector and
residential streets, frontage roads occur on either of these so the Policy Statement 3 is not needed if anything, this issue
should be addressed in the DAZ application as that is the appropriate place to deal with this issue in a clear and
identifiable manner. So | think the intention here could well be very good but that'll be coming on for the development so
I'll listen to any other concerns from the members of Council and will respond.

Mr. Speaker: All right. Councillor Eadie.

Councillor Eadie: Yes. It's interesting the advice that the chairperson has received from the planners. It seems to me
that if collector streets were to get sidewalks, what people need to understand here, what they are implementing is they
will build the sidewalk for the 20-meters leading up to the entrance way for the frontage road and then the sidewalk
ends. It simply ends because that's the end technically of the collector until you get to the other 20-meters further along
because there are other conditions that are in there. It does talk about...so | don't see how the planner could speak to it
from that issue, because the frontage road right-of-ways present, actually, a more complicated situation. There is no
definitions in the plan, a policy plan in ltem 1, to deal with these frontage road right-of-ways and to have a sidewalk. So |
think that this Clause 3 is not a redundant thing to the collector street nor the residential street because it also says that
you need to have a sidewalk on one side of the residential, a frontage road you might consider to be a residential street.
So there does need to be clarification in the plan, this by adding No. 3 that is in this amendment. It's really critical. What
we're talking about here and there are plans and it is happening where they’re not putting sidewalks on these
boulevards. That is totally wrong. We're going to be...these collector streets in this proposal, and it's not just the
neighbourhood that's being proposed in Item 2, it's all the ones in the west neighbourhood area. So there’s a number of
different ones besides Bridgwater Trail. So we need to make sure that in this overall plan that we are dealing with this
problem that is a problem for all pedestrians because we have collector streets that are actually going to be...there’s
only traffic circles so what's going to happen is at peak hours you've got continuous flow of automobiles and as people
are trying to come off of the frontage road to get on to the sidewalk at the other end of the frontage road, this is just
ridiculous. You're going to have in the winter time, you're going to have people using wheelchairs who are on a frontage
road. Nobody is going to see him because there’s piles of snow around. You’re putting people in great jeopardy here if
you don't provide for sidewalks in this and it does need to be in the overall plan because it's not just Item 2 in this plan,
it's actually for the overall whole neighbourhood area that we are talking about so | applaud with you all. This is very
important. If we're talking about being an age-friendly city and we’re talking about an accessible universally designed
city here, you need to consider the sidewalks and without this in the policy, that is what you're going to have. You will not
have sidewalks because I'm afraid to tell you this but sometimes if you don't put it in the policy, it gets overruled, people
decide there’s a better reason not to have a sidewalk but you know what there is better reason to ensure that
pedestrians of all types are safe. And so it is appropriate to put it into this policy and then as this subdivision rezoning
happens, it will have to meet both standards and make sure that there’s sidewalks. So, | don't understand why the
planners are trying to say that it needs to go right into the development agreement. Although it could, but | think it's a
bigger issue that needs to be in the policy. If you have collector streets and residential streets sidewalks listed under
7.4.3 in the plan, there’s no reason why you can't put in frontage road sidewalk issue as well. There’s no problem with it.
There is a difference between the frontage road and a collector road and the difference between them is the buffer zone,
the boulevard that’s created between both of them. Thank you.

Mr. Speaker: Any further comments? Councillor Browaty to close.

Councillor Browaty: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | e-mailed the planner over two hours ago and just received a response
while Councillor Eadie was speaking there and this would technically be referring to Item No. 2, the DAZ report which is
also before us today. Apparently it's a minor error and I'm actually supporting Councillor Eadie's motion here this
morning as well. So I'll be supporting both pieces.

Mr. Speaker: Thank you, Councillor Browaty. So we're voting on one and two and Motion no. 1. All those in favour?
Opposed? Motion 1 carried. One and two as amended with Motion 1. All those in favour? We accepted at Motion 1. So
the amended Item 1 and 2. All those in favour? Those opposed? Councillor Swandel. We also have a...go ahead,
Councillor Browaty.

Councillor Browaty: Okay. There’s a lot of other items on this particular agenda that's before us.
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Mr. Speaker: Yeah, we’ve got more motions, another motion here.
(Inaudible)
Mr. Speaker: Not yet. Okay, it’s fair enough. Okay, so we’re looking at.

Councillor Browaty: I've been advised that Iltems 3 and 4 have been laid over for by Executive Policy Committee for 30
days.

Mr. Speaker: That's correct.

Councillor Browaty: Iltem No. 8, the item has been referred back to the Standing Policy Committee on Property and
Development. We've moved 9 and Councillor Gerbasi stood down No. 10, | believe is the next one.

Mr. Speaker: Okay, we've reached the twelve o'clock lunch hour. This is the back half of Property and Development, we
still have Protection Community Services, what's your will, to continue or to break for lunch? All right, we'll adjourn for
now and be back at 1:30.

Reconvened meeting of
Winnipeg City Council of
November 14, 2012, at 1:30 p.m.

Mr. Speaker: All right, we're still with the Standing Policy Committee of Property and Development. ltem 10 was stood
down, I'm not sure who it was but...Councillor Gerbasi, okay. So go ahead, Visa.

Item 10 — Property Management Services Review
Mr. Speaker: Councillor Browaty, do you want..?

Councillor Browaty: Sure, I'm more than happy to hear what Councillor Gerbasi and any other members of Council has
to say and I'll wrap up.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Gerbasi.

Councillor Gerbasi: Wait a second. Give me a second, | have the wrong speech and comments, notes here. I'm sorry.
There are just so many things happening and important things. Here we are. The motion before us is to declare the
office tower attached to the downtown police station surplus. And the situation we do have as we all know, we do have a
real estate and property audit under way, that will take quite a bit of time. | was looking at all of our major property
transactions and we don't have answers on any of those. But in the meantime, there continues to be public concern
about how things are done and it seems to me that this motion is likely an attempt to show some quick results and
restore confidence about that project. And that may be very well intentioned. So I'm not down on the idea of what
probably is trying to be accomplished by this motion, but here is what my concern is. A large part of our problems that
we've had in the last year and prior is the need, is the fact that proper process is not been followed. And my question is,
should we be trying to address a problem of poor process with actions carried out without proper process? And I'm not
saying that...a Councillor is entitled to move a motion of any sorts, that's not breaking of the rules by moving the motion
itself. But what I'm getting at is that's what's exactly happening here in terms of the process of declaring property
surplus. Because we have a motion in front of us to declare a significant downtown property surplus, the property that is
part of a complex project, sale of the property verses continuing leasing it, could have a lot of financial implications. It
may be the best thing we could ever do, it could be the worst thing we could ever do. But the problem is that we have no
administrative report in front of us here to guide that decision. And there is no report advising us of the risks, the costs or
other advice we would need to make an informed decision. And as a Councillor, each one of us is voting on this without
any information. Secondary, | would point out that the area Councillor who would be me in this case, has not been
consulted in this matter whatsoever. And yet, a property in my ward has been declared surplus. This was an approach
that was criticized in the past by a number of members of Council of all political views and normally if there is an
administrative report attached to a motion like this, there would be a little box to check off saying that they consulted with
the area Councillor. But because it's a political motion there is no requirement, | guess, or policy around it. It just came
forward, someone had an idea and whether or not the Councillor agrees, it could still go forward but at least there would
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be that discussion, they’d be aware, et cetera. So again, that step has been missed as, which is unfortunate and it
makes you wonder that there might not be other things that would also be missed with having our CFO, et cetera, other
property people, real estate people giving advice. And you know, we don't know if it's better to sell it or lease it. There
was discussion at the time that...we kept it at least initially for some sort of reason. So, | just, it just seems like we're
getting to a point where we're just going to act like we don't even have an administration to work with any more. There is
so little confidence from some people. | don't know what this is supposed to do but we need administrative support to
make financial decisions and property decisions. So again, | just, I'm asking to have the proper facts in front of us. I'm
concerned this is just getting more and more chaotic reacting to political motions to sell downtown buildings with no
administrative input. | mean | think it's sort of self-explanatory. I'm just trying to be really clear here what my concerns
are and you know, it might be reasonable to declare this building surplus. I'm not saying as the area Councillor, | oppose
it or am for it but | would like to be briefed. | think we all should be briefed and we should all know the implications on
this overall project of, and the overalls implications to the City of making this decision. And so, | can't support the motion
that’s simply a political motion. | would hope someone would refer it back so that we could get the proper information we
need. | didn't start out by moving notice of referral but if someone else wanted to do that, that might address the problem
but I'm very concerned. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Swandel.

Councillor Swandel: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Yeah, I'm a little troubled that this is here. | recall when we decided not
to market this building at the beginning that there was good reason for that. Two of those reasons were one was that we
knew that some of the leases in the building were coming to the end of their life and that with leases coming to the end
of their life, they don't represent the best value when marketing a building. And | believe it was our intention to try and
get it released before we actually marketed the building so we could get a better return from the sale of the building. |
also, and | stand to be corrected, but it seems to me at that time that there was talk about the mechanical pieces of the
building being tied together, that the post office piece that the police are going to use is mechanically connected to the
building, you know, it's the tower building. I'm pretty sure that's what was discussed at that time. | see some heads
nodding so | would hope that before we marketed anything that we would make sure that all the work was done to
complete the police station building and the transition to stand alone mechanical relationship would be created but |
agree with Councillor Gerbasi that this is quite premature to do this and | don't know why we would want to do it when
we have the opportunity to lease a building up before selling it. It's in a pretty nice spot when you consider its proximity
to a new police station and some of the other major amenities downtown and its connection by walkway to Winnipeg
Square, City Place, the MTS Centre. This value of this property is probably going to be sitting at a premium as those
leases come up for renewal and | don't think it's good value for the City to be marketing that property now with the
leases coming to an end as opposed to them going forward. | would certainly support sending this back for a sober
second thought. And hopefully we'll maximize the return for the citizens of the city.

Mr. Speaker: Mayor Katz.

Mayor Katz: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. First of all, | don't have a problem with declaring it surplus, only because it was
always the intent to sell the building. That was always on the table right from the beginning. The problem that | had if the
intent then is to sell it, I've got some genuine concerns about that. And the reason, and some of them have already been
mentioned by Councillor Swandel and possibly Councillor Gerbasi. Number one, obviously a lot of people were caught
by surprise on this one but more importantly, Mr. Speaker, the realities are, you sell a building when you can optimize
and get the best bang for your buck as far as dollars and cents. You don't sell a building when you have a major tenant
such as the federal government who is going to be vacating the premises and they basically represent approximately 40
percent of the revenue. You want to replace that because the first thing anybody’s going to look at is rental revenue and
what cap they are looking for so this would not be the time to maximize if you want to have a tenant in there replacing
that. On top of that Mr. Speaker, as Councillor Gerbasi did mention, there’s a major undertaking right now going on
there. You know when you’re selling something, it's no different than selling your home; you want to fix up all the little
nicks and painting and this and that. You would not be selling it in the pristine condition that you want it to be which
means once again you will not optimize the opportunity for getting maximum dollar. So, if the intent, which I'm not sure
of, is to go out and sell, | say no. You wait till you take care of that. If the intent is to declare it surplus for whatever the
reasons, I'm sure we’'ll hear that, maybe that's a different case but selling it at this point in time could not be very astute,
to be frank with you.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Orlikow.

Councillor Orlikow: Thank you very much. Just a follow up with what the Mayor is talking about. Why | believe it should
be referred back to committee is it's my understanding talking to the Property and Development Committee, that since
this is a Council decision to declare it surplus, it would be marketed immediately as this is a Council decision. This is
what | have from the fire halls and from also this. There is no time. We declare it surplus, therefore it would be marketed
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ASAP to be sold. That's what I've heard from the department, that’s again kind of relates over the fire hall issue. There is
no time delay because Council is giving them direction to go forward. There is no lay over here for time frames it just
says declare surplus. Once it is a declared surplus, my information is therefore, it will be marketed aggressively right
away.

Mr. Speaker: Any further comments? Councillor Eadie?

Councillor Eadie: Thank you, Speaker Nordman. | had my hand up earlier but thank you. | wanted to...just wanted to
speak about being practical. | don't even know why we need to sell this. We should have the...we should be looking at
leasing out this prime real estate space ourselves and making some revenue over the long term instead of just selling it
off and throwing it into our land operating reserve or whatever. | don't think that we should be declaring this as surplus at
this point but | would expect to see a study that looked at how the City could actually make money off of this, again,
prime real estate where we could actually be leasing it out to the private sector and making some moola instead of
letting them make the money and we could actually bring more revenue into the city which we know that we need. And |
think that would be the way to go, so I'll be voting against this and hopefully we'll see a possibility that maybe we could
actually be in the...actually making some money out of this building over the long term. Thank you.

Mr. Speaker: No further comments? Councillor Browaty to close.

Councillor Browaty: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. At Property Committee, we had the Director of the
department and the head of the real estate branch and it was very clearly understood. The idea is not to sell the property
now. We're not going to be moving into the building with the Winnipeg Police Service until sometime | believe in 2014 if
I'm correct. You're right. The mechanical systems, the HVAC and all that is tied very closely in. There’s all sort of
complications as the whole new section is lit up and started up with the Winnipeg Police Service. Now is not the
appropriate time to go and market it and that was clearly understood. | mean, the City is not in my mind though, in the
business of being a commercial landlord in our downtown, not the place we need to be. In terms of space, | believe this
is prior to me being on Council, | believe there’s a policy and concept of there being a City Hall and a Civic Complex in
the vicinity of 510 Main Street here. We know that there’s been a couple of buildings on Main Street where we've
renewed leases and we’'ve got City staff nearby to us here and we'll have the redevelopment coming in the not so
distant future now starting 2014 of the Public Safety Building and as we know with the caveats on the title there, from
families back. It's likely going to have to stay in civic hands so in terms of needs for civic space going forward, | think it
makes more sense and is consistent with our previous Council policies to have that operation here. So | have no
concern with it being declared surplus. The Councillor that moved it is not here today and he is the Chair of Finance
Committee and he was obviously looking at the dollar signs as part of it too but | think it is good solid policy as well,
again intention is not to sell today.

Mr. Speaker: All right. Concluding all comments. Recorded vote. All right. All those in support of ltem 10, Property
Management Review for 266 Grahams, please rise.
A RECORDED VOTE was taken the result being as follows:
Yeas
Councillors Browaty, Mayes, Pagtakhan, Steen, Vandal. Mr. Speaker Councillor Nordman.
Nays
His Worship Mayor Katz, Councillors Eadie, Fielding, Gerbasi, Havixbeck, Orlikow, Sharma, Smith, Swandel.
City Clerk: The vote Mr. Speaker, Yeas 6, Nays 9.

Mr. Speaker: Motion is defeated. So No. 13 is the last of the property and development agenda.

Item 13 — Declaration of Surplus Land — 200 Berry Street, 1710 Grosvenor Avenue and Mulvey Avenue East

Councillor Browaty: Mr. Speaker, in light of the delegation this morning and conversations I've had with the area
councillor, on 1710 Grosvenor, | believe there’s a scenario that can be forthcoming in terms of getting the revenue we
need. If you look back at the July 2012 motion in terms of going forward with the fire hall project, the intent was to take
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the proceeds from the sale of the former fire hall as well as the land on Mulvey to go towards the building of the new fire
halls. | believe there is a solution taking some of the public right-of-way space which is the bus lane and working with
transit to deal with this, the area councillor now happens to be on the Property Committee. | would like to request at this
time that this matter be referred back to property.

Mr. Speaker: So all of 13. Okay. All right, do we have agreement on that? All those in favour? Opposed? Carried. Okay
we've referred 13 back to Property and Development. All right we have some by-laws, Councillor Browaty.

Councillor Browaty: Let me change my screen right back here. I've been back and forth here a bunch. Oh, did you...
Mr. Speaker: Yes.

Councillor Havixbeck: I'd like to move suspension of the rules to hear the motion from Councillor Swandel and
Orlikow.

Mr. Speaker: Well, | was going to deal with that after the by-laws but you know, can we hold that off?

Councillor Havixbeck: Sure.

Mr. Speaker: Okay, because actually, this motion was placed in the wrong Standing Committee, was actually should’'ve
been in Downtown which we've already moved by so we're going to suspend the rules to reopen downtown and then
also see if we can discuss it today. But let's do the by-laws first.

Councillor Browaty: All right. Thank you Mr. Speaker.

Councillor Eadie: Excuse me. Point of order, please. I'm not sure what these by-laws are, but we amended the plan for
the west neighbourhood area and I'm not sure if the by-laws correspond with the...and | think these are the by-laws
we're dealing with, regarding the Waverley West?

Mr. Speaker: The Clerk is acknowledging that you are correct.

Councillor Eadie: So...

City Clerk: When he moves the by-law, it is being amended and we'll say as amended but we’ll make sure that it's
captured twice.

Councillor Eadie: Okay.

Mr. Speaker: All right. Councillor Browaty.

STANDING POLICY COMMITTEE ON PROPERTY AND DEVELOPMENT
CONSIDERATION OF BY-LAWS — 2"° AND 3R° READINGS

Councillor Browaty: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | move that By-law No. 90/2012 as amended and amended again be
read a third time and that same be passed and ordered to be signed and sealed.

Mr. Speaker: All those in favour. Opposed? Carried.

Clerk: By-law No. 90/2012.

STANDING POLICY COMMITTEE ON PROPERTY AND DEVELOPMENT
CONSIDERATION OF BY-LAWS

Councillor Browaty: | move that the following by-laws be read a first time. By-law No. 142/2012, 143/2012, 144/2012,
145/2012.

Mr. Speaker: All those in favour? Opposed? Carried.
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Clerk: By-law No. 142/2012, 143/2012, 144/2012, 145/2012.

Councillor Browaty: | move that By-laws numbered 142/2012 to 145/2012 both inclusive be read a second time.
Mr. Speaker: All those in favour? Opposed? Carried.

Clerk: By-laws numbered 142/2012 to 145/2012 both inclusive.

Councillor Browaty: | move that the rules be suspended and By-laws numbered 142/2012 to 145/2012 both inclusive
be read a third time and that same be passed and ordered to be signed and sealed.

Mr. Speaker: All those in favour? Opposed? Carried. Thank you for the by-laws. Now, we have this motion which as |
mentioned earlier was inadvertently put in Property and Development instead of being dealt with...

City Clerk: The wrong date as well.

Mr. Speaker: The wrong date also...it should have November 14" on there. Spell check isn’t working as well as it used
to. In any event, can we have a motion to reopen Downtown? |s that what we're asking for, Richard?

City Clerk: In that it's our error and it was already put in P and D. You'll consider it under P and D.
Mr. Speaker: We'll consider it under P and D, okay. All right then, so we’re going to...

Councillor Swandel: | move that the rule be suspended so that it can be considered under PP and D.
Mr. Speaker: Okay, thank you.

Mayor Katz: Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Yes, sir.

Mayor Katz: | would respectfully recuse myself please.

Mr. Speaker: Thank you.

(Inaudible)

Mr. Speaker: Okay, for automatic...this is an automatic referral to Downtown, but | think we will entertain Councillor
Swandel or Councillor Havixbeck.

Councillor Swandel: We’'ll suspend it. | think it needs to go to Committee to get more information back.

Mr. Speaker: Okay.

Councillor Havixbeck: I'll move suspension of the rules to hear it today.

Mr. Speaker: All right.

Councillor Gerbasi: Can | just have a point of order just before we do that just so that | understand where this motion
would go? | understand we're hearing it under PP and D and just because we can't hear it under there. Would it be
referred to Downtown Development though afterwards?

Mr. Speaker: Correct.

Councillor Gerbasi: Okay, thank you.

Mr. Speaker: So Councillor Havixbeck has moved suspension of the rules to hear motion 4 today. All those in favour? |
need a recorded vote here because it's got to be two-thirds. So all those in favour suspending the rules, please rise.
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A RECORDED VOTE was taken the result being as follows:
Yeas

Councillors Browaty, Eadie, Fielding, Havixbeck, Mayes, Pagtakhan, Sharma, Smith, Steen, Vandal, Mr. Speaker
Councillor Nordman.

Nays
Councillors Gerbasi, Orlikow, Swandel.
City Clerk: The vote Mr. Speaker, Yeas 11, Nays 4.

Mr. Speaker: Motion carries, so we will open up discussion | guess with...are we going to...we’re going to go to
Councillor Browaty or Councillor Swandel?

City Clerk: You might point out that 3 has been suspended.

Mr. Speaker: Suspended 3 and we've accepted 4 and Councillor Swandel, please proceed.

STANDING POLICY COMMITTEE ON PROPERTY AND DEVELOPMENT
MOTIONS

Motion No. 3
Moved by Councillor Swandel,
Seconded by Councillor Orlikow,

WHEREAS the City had recently valued the land commonly known as Parcel 4 located adjacent to the Forks and across
from the Canadian Museum for Human Rights at $6.5 million dollars as part of a Hotel/Waterpark transaction;

AND WHEREAS the Hotel/Waterpark transaction was voted down by Council;

AND WHEREAS The Forks North Portage had expressed an interest in acquiring the land during the Hotel/Waterpark
transaction;

AND WHEREAS The Forks North Portage has shown strength in planning significant lands;
THEREFORE IT BE RESOLVED that the City administration negotiate the sale of Parcel 4 to The Forks North Portage

for the sum of $6.5 million.

Motion No. 4
Moved by Councillor Swandel,
Seconded by Councillor Orlikow,

WHEREAS the City had recently valued the land commonly known as Parcel 4 located adjacent to the Forks and across
from the Canadian Museum for Human Rights at $6.0 million dollars as part of a Hotel/Waterpark transaction;

AND WHEREAS the Hotel/Waterpark transaction was voted down by Council;

AND WHEREAS The Forks North Portage had expressed an interest in acquiring the land during the Hotel/Waterpark
transaction;

AND WHEREAS The Forks North Portage has shown strength in planning significant lands;

THEREFORE IT BE RESOLVED that the City administration negotiate the sale of Parcel 4 to The Forks North Portage
for the sum of $6.0 million.
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Councillor Swandel: I'm not sure why we would want to deal with this now. The motion is basically that: “Whereas the
city has recently valued the land commonly known as Parcel 4 located adjacent to the Forks and across from the
Canadian Museum for Human Rights at $6.0 million dollars as part of a Hotel/Waterpark transaction; and whereas the
Hotel/Waterpark transaction was voted down by Council; and whereas The Forks North Portage had expressed an
interest in acquiring the land during the Hotel/Waterpark transaction; and whereas The Forks North Portage has shown
strength in planning significant lands; therefore it be resolved that the City administration negotiate the sale of Parcel 4
to The Forks North Portage for the sum of $6.0 million”. Pretty straightforward you know. Inherent in the statement is
that the land of course because it's directing the administration to negotiate is that the land would have to be declared
surplus and that Council would ultimately have to vote on any transaction that was contemplated, which is why | hoped
this would go to automatic referral so that the administration could prepare the appropriate report to come back and
advise us in totality. So basically now what we have is a motion in front of us saying that we negotiated the sale without
actually having the land even declared surplus at this point in time which I'm assuming that the chair would accept that
the declaration of surplus would be inherent in the statement “negotiate”. So, but even with that | don't know how we get
this done. | think we all heard a great deal during the debate on the hotel on the water park, you know, a great deal of
references to the Forks and their ability or proven ability to plan the lands in this very significant area. The idea of
bringing this forward now is knowing that in the very near future the Human Rights Museum will be opening. This will
enable us to get these lands in motion so that when that museum is opened, it's not facing out on to a gravel parking lot.
| don't think any of us want to see that. So, | don't know what the motivation for standing down or trying to debate this
now. I'm sure anybody can nitpick and find nuances in it that would say that this doesn't make sense but in the bigger
picture all that's asking for is for the administration to go out and negotiate, see if there’s a willingness for the Forks to
take this task on and to pay for it with the market value or the value that was established when we did the hotel and
water park which | think is in total best interest of this city. We all cherish the Forks. | think most of us cherish the
Canadian Museum for Human Rights and what it's going to bring to our city. The significance of both these venues and
to have a gravel parking lot sitting across the street from | think is a big mistake. So this basically gets the ball in motion,
it gets it in motion with an entity that we're all proud of and | think will really add value to the city and to our downtown.
I'm presuming | get to close on the motion after listening to the debate. I'll look to the speaker for a nod on that so | will
listen to debate. | think this is the wrong time to be having this debate because we really don't have enough information
on this, by having this go back and go through committee and have the administration provide some information to
committee, we could really be making a very informed decision here which | think is unfortunate that we're at this point.
So hopefully, this will allow this to proceed somehow rather than just to throw it off the rails so I'll wait and listen and | will
rebut when it's time to rebut.

Councillor Havixbeck: First of all, I'd like to commend Councillor Swandel and Councillor Orlikow for raising our
awareness, stimulating some thinking again about this piece of land. No, we don't have enough information. There are
some very specific parameters on here. There’s a price ticket on here. There’s a specific buyer potentially identified. And
before we do anything like that, before we surplus or market something we should be doing some due diligence. We just
saw a report that was tabled, that was voted down, because it didn't have an admin report on it. I'm hoping that this is
one of the transactions that is actually reviewed in the property or the realty audit coming up. I've seen varying
appraisals on this and I'd like a bottom line on this. So number one, my first question is where did this price come from?
First, it was six and a half million and then it's six million. Where did that six million come from? If it was some time back,
is there a current appraisal? Is there current value that could be better established in the market to put up for sale sign
on, because it's essentially that's what you're doing when you put $6 million on it. Why are we offering this exclusively to
the Forks? When we went through the whole water park discussions, the Human Rights Museum expressed interest in
it. The private sector, other members of the private sector were interested in it. What about the museum? The Canadian
Museum for Human Rights that Councillor Swandel did speak about, what would their level of interest be? Did we ask
them? Number three, didn't we learn anything from the water park proposal back in March? | heard there was a lack of
transparency. This would almost imply some discussions have occurred. | haven't been privy to any discussions and |
don't know how many people around this table have. But to exclusively assign it to a group in the community, almost
implies that there is some lack of transparency. And it implies that a deal may be being discussed in secrecy that the
public isn't aware of. Let's show our leadership. Let's engage the community. Let’s put...

Councillor Swandel: Point of order. | think if you could consult the Procedure By-law, you'll see that inferences like that
are contrary to the by-law. | would encourage the good Councillor to apologize for that statement, to suggest that there
is anything being negotiated in secrecy is inappropriate for this chamber. We need to make sure that we have decorum
in this chamber. | hope you would agree with that and that you would admonish the Councillor for such statements.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Havixbeck. Would you like to rephrase...?
Councillor Havixbeck: I, in no way meant, | in no way meant to imply that any member around this Council table had

any discussions however, it does seem to me that a need for transparency exists. We learned that in the water park
discussions. Let's see a new expression of interest. The expression of interest that went out, went out a number of years
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ago with a different value on the land. Let's engage the Forks and the museum in public consultation. Let's engage the
private sector on who might be interested in a fair and level playing field. Let's decide based on the recommendations,
what should be there and not hold a gun to our heads to make a decision about this here and today. And let's see some
real public consultation.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Vandal.

Councillor Vandal: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. That's a tough act to follow. | think Councillor Havixbeck has nailed it. This
motion in front of us is incredibly prescriptive. It has...we're essentially sole-sourcing Parcel 4 to the Forks. We all know
about the history of this parcel of land and the interest in this parcel of land so how it came to be that the Forks will
purchase it and where the Forks are going to get their dollars is not determined. It's unknown. Number two, the price in
the span of half an hour went from six and a half million to six million and we've all heard about the potential variations
and evaluation given the actual final use and | think we needed one if not a couple of appraisals on what this land is
actually worth. Number three, the whereases are not even accurate. The second whereas is that the hotel water park
transaction was voted down by Council. | don't ever recall the hotel water park transaction being voted down. We sent it
back for more information. We sent it to the administration for more information. At the end of the day, Canalta decided
to withdraw their application for the actual site. There was no vote down because there was not enough information to
deal with the issue at that point and the public made that abundantly clear to all of the elected officials. So Mr. Speaker, |
believe what we should be doing is beginning a planning process on this very important parcel. We need to consult, we
need to consult with the Forks, with the Human Rights Museum, with the Ball Park and with the general public on what
the general public actually wants to see on this site. The Forks may very well be the likely purchaser or the purchaser
that could put the...reflect the public interest in the best way possible for this land but | think we have some work to do
before we get to the point, we can determine the purchase price, the purchaser with whereases that are not simply
accurate, so | can't support this.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Mayes.

Councillor Mayes: Two difficult acts to follow. | think Councillor Havixbeck actually summed it up pretty well with one
sentence which was "didn't we learn anything?" which | think, the lesson from the whole debate about the water park
and the, was that...| mean we got so much public feedback, Gordon Sinclair talked about a citizen uprising. Why was
that? Was it because it was a water park? No, it's because it was a proposal at the Forks. People see that as the city
square. People see that as the central, really, the identity | think of Downtown Winnipeg and maybe as a core of the
whole identity of Winnipeg. So what do you do with a big piece of land? You don't do this. | would say you do, you have
a public consultation, you look at different options, you look at different prices. | mean people would say you are
nitpicking. | remember getting blasted when | appeared before EPC because | referred to it as part of the Forks and it's
actually technically adjacent to the Forks. This seemed to be a worthwhile point at the time but I'm glad to see now we
recognize this piece of land is integral to the identity of the Forks as Councillor Vandal and Councillor Havixbeck have
said, | don't think we should support the motion. | do think it's wise to have this issue before us at some point but | think
what we've learned from that first process was to have an open, transparent process, look at different opportunities. If
people were that concerned about having a gravel parking lot opposite to the museum that they would’'ve called us and
said go ahead and do the water park. A hundred fifty one to one in my office, people called in and said do not put this
thing at the Forks. So I've got to say if the choice is gravel parking lot for the time being and we do have a good public
process and come up with something else, and that's...I'm quite happy to proceed in that manner. Thank you.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Browaty.

Councillor Browaty: Thank you Mr. Speaker. This is downright dangerous. We don't control the Forks North Portage
Development Corporation. We have an influence in ours as do other levels of government. We sold it to them for $6
million which is the price which Canalta was talking about. What's stopping them from flipping it tomorrow to somebody
like Canalta to build another motel style, middle of the interstate highway road side hotel there? Without the public
access requirement? They'll sell for seven and a half million dollars, one and a half million dollars to help funding
activities of the Forks. It could happen. It could happen. | don't think it's going to happen, | have a lot of respect and time
and energy and love for the folks that run and care for and operate the Forks but that's the type of due diligence that a
motion like this doesn’t look at all. We need to do the right thing here. Our residents have told us they don't want a motel
on that piece of land at the Forks. It's a very significant piece of land. We need to, we definitely do need to get rid of the
gravel parking lot there, but we need to go through a proper planning process there. What about other agencies. Why
just pick the Forks North Portage Development Corporation? What about CentreVenture? What about other key groups
that are involved in this whole area? What about the Canadian Museum for Human Rights? What about the Ball Park?
What about a multitude of organizations that have a vested interest in seeing this land developed responsibly and
appropriately? It's city land, it's public land. | think the best way to get a proper value for it is determine what’s going to
be there and put it out to the open market, make that determination here, what we think is appropriate. | think it’s...the
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market value is not going to be a straight up appraisal as the highest best usage for it, if we're putting restrictions on it.
We need to realize that today and be cognizant of that. So again, I'm not supporting this motion.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Gerbasi.

Councillor Gerbasi: Thank you very much. There’s been a lot of really good comments already and | certainly agree
with many of the things that have been said. You know out of fear of this passing, | supported the idea of it being
referred back to Committee because at least at the Downtown Committee, there could’ve been some discussion about it
because | do think we should get some sort of process going with this property and | think the intent is good in bringing
this forward to get some kind of process going because we do have a very important piece of land. There was a lot of
discussion about it and | think a lot of people have mentioned the process that sounds like most people agree should
happen that there should be a significant planning exercise. You know the Forks is really good at planning exercises.
They could probably be a lead player in that process or maybe we could since we’re...l here we are hiring a Chief
Planner soon, we maybe have more capacity to do planning as the City but somebody needs to take the lead and
obviously it's our property, to work in partnership though with the Downtown Council or the downtown stakeholders, the
Forks obviously as has been pointed out, it's not actually Forks lands, it's City land but it's thought of as the Forks by
everybody, it's so much an integral part of it and they have done an incredible amount of planning and consultation for
their site and | was actually at the Forks AGM and again I'm the area councillor but nobody seems to care or want to talk
to me about anything happening in my ward. | don't know why because I'd love to talk to all of you about any other ideas
you have for properties in Fort Rouge-East Fort Garry, but it is as obviously a city-wide issue, the Forks. I'm kind of
tongue in cheek a little bit there. It's important to all of us, | know that, and | know the intent of the motion was positive,
too. | mean it's frustrating, you want to get something done and | agree we all want to get something done but we have
to do it the right way and | think that's the point that's been said over and over here today that you know, we need to use
our proper process. We shouldn't just be winging motions to make decisions. We need administrative planning and other
kinds of support to make these decisions. And, you know so, that's really the...this is premature. | do hope that and |
guess it would be the Downtown Committee that might be able to take the lead on this now, to discuss what kind of a
process is appropriate to work through with all the stakeholders in the downtown about this land and | think it sounds like
council is pretty together on this which is kind of nice to see that we're all kind of on the same page and we all want to
see that. So, perhaps the Downtown Standing Committee at our next meeting can take the lead and set out and ask the
administration to suggest and work with us to come back with a proper process for planning this, whether it's using the
Forks expertise in planning and partnering with them or whoever else makes sense to the experts and to the committee
and to Council so thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Eadie.

Councillor Eadie: Thank you, Speaker Nordman. | just like to start off by thanking Councillor Swandel for bringing us
back to our attention because it is important about this particular lot. And I'm not standing here to say that there’s any
consideration of any back room thinking. | think that Councillor Swandel has put this forward as a honest endeavour to
try to get something done as he had to deal with it in the past, and | think he wants to see the right thing done. So, but |
think it is premature for a resolution...a motion such as this. | would point out that we now have a new chairperson of the
Downtown Heritage and Riverbank Management Committee and | think that with this new leadership there and as well
as I'll remind people and you know, the Forks North Portage is not necessarily the worst organization to have control
over this parcel but | would also point out to everybody and everybody knows this, that it was the Forks North Portage
Corporation along with Scatliff that embarked on the river city plan for the river bank all along the Red River and
Assiniboine Rivers for some distance, and this parcel is actually part of that areas that they actually started this whole
process of looking at what are we doing over the long term with our river city, our river banks and how are we as
Winnipeggers and visitors to Winnipeggers interacting with our river. And so that process is going along. CentreVenture
is always moving along with its perspective and planning to see what happens downtown and in the downtown area.
They are also aware of the river city connections planning process that was embarked on. It's not city policy or anything,
but it's definitely was a consultation with Winnipeggers on what should be happening along our river banks. So for me,
this resolution would just, motion is just too premature and | think that with these interactions going on, the Downtown
Heritage Committee, as Councillor Gerbasi has mentioned, it is time that they themselves actually move the
administration and everybody to work together to figure out what we’re going to do and it's, again, Parcel 4 is an
important lot but the whole riverbank and all along is important so when we’re planning for this, it needs to be taken into
context with everything that's happening. So | will be voting against this motion.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Orlikow.
Councillor Orlikow: Thank you very much. First off, the idea of Council deciding to vote on this motion right now, which

was Council decision today to bring this forward, I'm not supporting that, for exactly the same reason why everybody
said they’re not going to support it because we don't have the information. That's why we wanted to refer it to Committee
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so we can gather this information to see if that’s a valid idea so the gun to my head model. You guys asked for this you
wanted to put this on the table today. Other people wanted to put it to Committee so we can start discussing it. So that
said, that is what it is. Council's will is Council's will. However, now we are moving forward and I'm very pleased to hear
from my colleagues that we realized that we’re not going to go down the same path again. Again, the water park issue,
we are talking now that this is such a horrible idea. Well, the water park came at us pretty quick as well with no declaring
of land surplus and here we are is a water park for you people so that was okay but this is not okay. Well again,
consistency is what consistency is. However, to vote on something like this today without the proper information, is not a
good idea. | won't be voting for this today but | will be working with everybody and I...now I'm hearing they want to do is
how do we effectively, openly deal with that parcel of land? Our last attempt at that was a disaster. We all know that. Will
we not repeat our disaster? | can only hope but again | do believe that we’ve learned our lesson, what I'm hearing from
my colleagues today is that we all have, and we will do a better process in the future and maybe Forks will get it. So
again | won't be supporting the motion today but | do support my colleagues in figuring out a way to do, to address
parcel, the parcel effectively, openly and in the broad sense of the community.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Smith. Councillor Smith, are you going to speak? You didn't have your hand up?

Councillor Smith: | think I've heard enough already.
Mr. Speaker: Councillor Pagtakhan.

Councillor Pagtakhan: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. Some great commentary all around and discussion. | want
to thank Councillor Swandel as others have said for bringing this issue to the forefront and as for me it's a really quick
and simple point here. Basically it's all about a public fair and transparent process and as the Chair of the Downtown
Development Committee, Mr. Speaker, I'm prepared to bring it up at our very next meeting and deal with it then.

Mr. Speaker: Any further comments? Councillor Swandel.

Councillor Swandel: Thank you. Never ceases to amaze me how when you have something that you actually
accomplish in this city, people find word games to play to avoid doing it. The parameters are pretty clear in here. You
know there’s been a lot of semantic games played with this. You know, somebody even mentioned, | think it was
Councillor Havixbeck mentioned, why wouldn’t...why would we offer this exclusively to the Forks? Well, we have a
policy that allows us to offer lands to adjacent property owners, so let's not forget what our policies are here. The Human
Rights Museum engages with the Forks already and planning and designing and are already working on some other
piece of land around there and they would of course be included in this. This is such a significant site and | think people
have been really...there’s a real lack of political courage in this place. You know, that's what killed the water park thing.
It was the greatest thing in the world one day and the next day when there was a little bit of noise out there, everybody
was running for the hills. And the water park, the hotel was nothing more than a building that you could make it look like
anything. You could make it look like the Taj Mahal; you could make it look like the Human Rights Museum. And people
started getting out and characterizing things as offensive. | don't understand why. | see them as opportunity. | see this as
opportunity. You know, the price somebody would have to make some petty...thinking about the price of, the price was a
number that was given to me by somebody earlier on and when we did want more detailed research, it was corrected in
the motion here stands corrected. This is like...is that what we’re going to do? We’re going to get down to this sort of
petty little games of oh, look that was wrong so therefore we shouldn't do this. That was corrected before the motion was
tabled. The number is $6 million. That value came from the appraisal or valuation process that was done through the
EOI deal that came forward. It's not a big deal. Mr. Speaker, Councillor Mayes | think, didn't we learn anything from the
previous process? Well, what | learned is that we don't have a lot of political courage around here. And Councillor
Gerbasi made this sort of out of left field comment of winging motions, not winging motions. | think the Forks is a very
valuable tool in this city. | think that that organization can do great things for those lands. | think, | believe those are
significant lands in this city, | think this parcel lends a great deal of significance to the parcel. And I'm going to give you
all the opportunity to support this today by a simple friendly amendment. And | don't know how anybody can walk away
from this amendment and the amendment is in the following phrase in therefore be it resolved “That the City
Administration begin a process to deal with Parcel 4 including but not limited to declaring the land surplus and
negotiating a sale to Forks North Portage at $6 million”.

Councillor Browaty: At this point we've debated a particular motion. This is a brand new...
Councillor Swandel: No, no, it's a friendly amendment that could be made at closing as we’ve often done.
Councillor Gerbasi: Point of order. (Inaudible)...be different. | don’t know.

Councillor Swandel: The mover, | listened to your debate. I'm making a friendly amendment that deals with all of your
concerns. How can it not be a friendly amendment?
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Mr. Speaker: Councillor Eadie has a...word with you.

Councillor Eadie: Point of order just for clarification, Speaker Nordman. | just heard a debate coming from the mover
and then all of a sudden at the end of this debate, he is asked to amend it. | don't understand how that’s allowed.

Councillor Swandel: A friendly amendment, to meet the needs of everybody that spoke. Why would you...why would
you want to challenge that? I've given you exactly what you asked for. You say you want to go back to committee to
discuss. I'm giving you the opportunity. I'm giving them the opportunity. | don't know why the clock is still running here.
We’'re speaking on a...

Mr. Speaker: Stop the clock.

Councillor Swandel: Mr. Speaker. This is a friendly amendment. | would hope that they would all be able to support it.
It's exactly what they're asking for.

Mr. Speaker: Is it the will of the committee to accept a friendly amendment in the process here?
Unknown Councillors: Nay.
Mr. Speaker: | think you have your answer, Councillor.

Councillor Swandel: Well, | will speak further then. So then we must question what the motives of these people are. Is
this somebody else who’s asked...inquired about this land? Is there...why would we not want to get this ball in motion
and get Parcel 4 being studied, Parcel 4 for declared surplus? | can't for the life of me understand why this Council
doesn't want to deal with this extremely significant piece of land. Would somebody else want ownership too? Does one
of you want to say | stood up and had the courage to try to deal with this? Go ahead. I'll give you the credit for it. | don'’t
need my name in front of it. Let's do something here. This is what you people like, you stand here, you sat here killing
this thing the last time around, for a variety of different reasons. I've given you the opportunity to support it. I've even put
a friendly amendment in front of you so that you have the ability to say, yes this makes sense, let's get our
administration reporting on this, let’s bring forward ideas including this one not limited to it but including it. And you don't
even have the courage to do that. What are you scared of? Has somebody else given you a message here? | mean this
message is so simple, it's so clean, it's so clear, it's so easy. There’s no decision being made today. You are asking for
the administration to look at this parcel of land. That's all you're asking for it. No, no, no, it’s just this friendly amendment
here. How can you go there? For the life of me, this is such an easy thing to do right now. So, | guess you know, we will
send this back into the black hole of no decision making, no vision for this city. Where’s the vision for this city, Mr.
Speaker? You know we’ve got this wonderful Human Rights Museum and the Forks and we’ve got an opportunity to
deal with this parcel. Where is the vision? Let's get out there. Let's build a great city. We're at a great moment of
opportunity. | say it over and over again. Look at the things we're doing and now we have this to add as another feather
in our cap. Where are you all? Like what is wrong with you? For the life of me, Mr. Speaker, this is such an easy
decision to make. With that friendly amendment, it should say right through. Obviously there’s some other powers at
play here that | can't see in this chamber because this is such an easy piece to deal with right now given the friendly
amendment but seeing as a friendly amendment's been voted down. | guess we're just going to kill this and it will go
back into the black hole and some other maniacal version of this will come up down the road and they'll come back and
somebody will write a negative comment in the newspaper or state one on the media and these people will run for the
hills, Mr. Speaker. | don't know.

Mr. Speaker: | caution you, Councillor Swandel that you are quite quick to point out other people's insinuations and
innuendos, so | suggest that you keep your comments to...

Councillor Swandel: | don't think I've violated any of the rules of the procedure in the statements I've made. If you want
to make a personal comment from yourself to me, Mr. Speaker that's fine but | don't know this is the appropriate arena
for that, but once again | would like to you know, make a statement about some vision for this city and for getting things
done and that we were willing to deal with this land for $6 million at least at Executive Policy Committee before, why we
wouldn't be willing to deal with it now or at least create a mechanism that could potentially make that happen, make it
happen in the hands of the Forks or the Human Rights Museum or somebody else. I'm often befuddled by some of the
goings on in this chamber but | just...how we can't do this is beyond me. So I'll sit down with that and you know we’ll let
the newspapers trot this stuff out the media trot stuff out the next couple of days and I'm sure we'll see some changes in
spirit, | hope, because this is a pretty simple thing to do and really brings a lot of value to the city and it's shown a bit of
vision on our part for such a significant piece of land and such a significant area, so I'll leave it at that.

Mr. Speaker: Concluding the remarks. All those in favour of the motion?
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Councillor Swandel: Recorded vote, please.

Mr. Speaker: All those in favour of the motion, please rise.

A RECORDED VOTE was taken the result being as follows:
Yeas
Councillor Swandel.
Nays

Councillors Browaty, Eadie, Fielding, Gerbasi, Havixbeck, Mayes, Orlikow, Pagtakhan, Sharma, Smith, Steen, Vandal,
Mr. Speaker Councillor Nordman.

City Clerk: The vote Mr. Speaker, Yeas 1, Nays 13.

Mr. Speaker: Motion 4 is defeated.

STANDING POLICY COMMITTEE ON PROPERTY AND DEVELOPMENT
QUESTION PERIOD

Mr. Speaker: Question Period for Standing Policy Committee of Property and Development. Any questions?
Councillor Smith to Councillor Browaty.

Councillor Smith: Councillor, we all received an email from lain Day, the Acting Manager of the Municipal
Accommodations Division, informing all of us that the three elevators in the Administration Building are scheduled for
modernization and upgrades which will be completed by the spring of 2013. | asked him a simple question in an email.
What will the cost be? It shouldn’t take days to give me an answer. Will you secure the answer for me?

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Browaty.
Councillor Browaty: Thank you Mr. Speaker. | will endeavor to get that answer for Councillor Smith expeditiously.

Mr. Speaker: Any other questions for Property and Development Chair? Seeing none, then we’'ll move on to Protection
and Community Services. Councillor Havixbeck or sorry, Councillor Fielding.

REPORT OF THE
STANDING POLICY COMMITTEE ON PROTECTION AND COMMUNITY SERVICES
DATED OCTOBER 29, 2012

Councillor Fielding: Yes, Mr. Speaker, | would like to introduce report of October 28th, sorry, 29th, ltems 1 through 3
and | guess we'll pull down no. 4, I'm sure there will be comments on that. Hang on a sec...six, yeah the fire one, sorry
about that. One through five, sorry about that. I'm on the wrong report, I'm out of practice here. Usually Finance, we
don't have any reports.

Mr. Speaker: One through five? All those in favour? Opposed? Carried.

Item 6 — To Seek Council approval as a result of an Increase in scope of construction for First Call for 2013
Capital Budget for Construction of Winnipeg Fire Paramedic Service Stations

Councillor Fielding: Sure, apologize about that. Once again | say | don’t...I'm going get back into the report stages
here but well, first I'd like to say that it is a privilege to introduce this motion before us today. By now everyone knows the
problems that have been associated, the mistakes and problems that have been, that been had through this whole
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process. You know, I've read with interest, some of the media accounts and | can't say that | disagree with a lot that has
been said in the media about this whole process. Every community event including this weekend at Remembrance Day.
I'd get asked about the fire halls and what's going on with fire halls and you know at this point, | want us to move beyond
this. | think this is probably the last piece of the equation in terms of this, in terms of the projects as we go forward. Let's
be honest. You know, this is administrative screw up of historical proportions. And in fact, the financial debacle, I'll say
and as well as with the cost over-runs really is...the cost of Concordia of administrative screw up for this so suffice it to
say, there’s been a lot of problems with this. | first would like to identify a couple of things. Some of the problems and
issues that has gone wrong, not just with the over-runs with this, but then also identify why | think it's important to go
forward with this report. Obviously there’s been some major mistakes made throughout this whole process. We know
that there’s an auditor looking into the whole process including the scope of the project that's going forward and how
there were some major mistakes that were made. You know, | will...| do want to listen to the recommendations the
auditor brings forward. | think we need to take action at point and ensure that there’s the accountabilities would going
forward and | also want to make sure nothing like this ever happens again here at the City of Winnipeg. The real
concern for me of the project is how the scope of the project and the cost of the project go forward without Council
approval. We know that another concern is in terms of the proper oversight of the project and why there wasn't or the
project management, there was obviously some flaws and issues there associated with the property management
portion of it. | also have some concerns, why there wasn't adequate checks and balances that were part of this process
because we are where we are with the project that was mentioned. We know that a major, another major concern is why
the end user, the Fire Department was put in charge of this project and | don’t think this is just one problem. | think this
is...it's gone back a long distance, a long period of time of why they were put forward. You've got the Convention Centre
project we know going forward. They’re not put in charge of the construction project because what happens is the end
user’s put in charge of the construction projects. You end up having gold plated faucets and everything else that are part
of it because he starts owning that issue. So | was very happy that municipal accommodations have stepped in and will
be managing the property management that's a part of it. | think that's an important part of it going forward. | also have
some concerns with the communications of how this was handled. | know Councillor Havixbeck and Councillor, the
Speaker were involved in public hearing. At that point we heard about the fire hall, the Berry Street fire hall. | specifically
asked about the size and it was identified to us that there wasn't a change in the size of the project, in fact there was
more green space that were there. At the very least and maybe this happens, the changes happened before the public
hearing but | think at the very least that would've been an appropriate time to say that there’s some issues with the cost
overruns that are part of this and identifying that to Council as opposed to having it to go forward. So all these things that
I'm mentioning here is probably something that you of all Council has, have thought about through the course of last two
months, people in the media have bantered about or people in the public have brought forward to us. So these aren't all
new items but they are lots of problems that we are there. | think the auditor once again will sort this out, the
independent auditor and | think we need to ensure that we follow any recommendations brought forward. Now | do want
to turn to the positive element to these things. There is some positive reasons why | think we need to support this project
going forward. | first would like to say, | think the most important thing is that we’ve got a half built fire hall that's on Berry
Street that needs, we need to put the dollars in sensible place to make sure that this happens. If we don't complete this
project first of all, the public will not be safer because | truly believe with a lot of these fire halls, the public is going to be
safer. We give them better facilities, you get better equipment. People are going to be safer. You're going get to fires a
lot quicker. I think if you don't finish it number one it becomes an iconic symbol of incompetence for the City of Winnipeg
if it just, if it lasts to sit here and third of all, at some point we’re going to have to make the financial decision to finish the
project off. | can tell you from St. James’ perspective because this is in my area that a fire hall in this area is very much
needed. If anyone toured the Berry Street location, they know that the actual facility was falling down. They know that
we had dollars and cents in this budget from 2006 to get this project done and we were able to get some money through
the CMHC to get some cheap money that’s there but | can’t tell you that it's very much needed. | can tell you also what |
had some concerns about is why | think we should support this going forward number one, it's been overlooked is the
fact that since 2006 we've actually had six new fire halls that have been built which | think is historic. There hasn't been
six new fire halls that have been built, the four that are currently there, there’s two that are planned over the next few
years that are part of it. We've made substantial investments in firefighters and put new firefighters on the stage, to new
Sage Creek. These aren't just replacement of existing fire halls that are there but you have new fire halls, areas like
Sage Creek that are going to have better response time. So | think it makes a lot of sense overall and that overall point |
think has been missed with all the mistakes that have happened with this. | also think that the Hazmat unit has been
identified. There’s substantial benefit to having a Hazmat unit that’s part of it. How we got there is another story but the
fact that we do have a hazmat unit, the fact that you have Centerport which is in my opinion it could revolutionize in
terms of what we're doing and how we’re doing things in terms of the industrial development is important to have it there.
We obviously have one in St. Boniface and having a Hazmat unit in the western part of the City of Winnipeg where 70
percent of the calls were coming makes a lot of sense. So | think that there is some good support for this. You talk to the
United Firefighters, the men and women out there fighting the fires for us and protecting us on a day to day basis.
They’re telling you it makes sense to make these investments as we go forward. So we know that the money will be
spent in an appropriate way. You know, I've identified some of the problems that are here but | also think that it's
important that we support this going forward. Anyone | think who’s serious about public policy and | appreciate people
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are going to have lots of concerns that's going forward, but at the end of the day, these facilities including the one at
Berry Street is going to make the public safer. You know, the Berry Street location, you’ll be able to get to the fire a little
bit quicker, you'll be able to put the fire out. It's going to make the community more safer. So we can talk and debate
about all the problems. | think that's going to be solved. Councillor Havixbeck and their committee | think had a three
hour meeting that asked a lot of tough questions and | think there were some good responses back from our
administration. I'll give that to our administration with it. But I'd like to be fair we need to move forward in this. We need
to close this chapter. We need to get this fire hall built and we need to allow the fire halls to be there to allow people to
be more safe by part of it. So | encourage everyone to support this. | want to hear everyone's comments, good, bad and
ugly in terms of it but | think this is the last piece of the equation that needs to happen to go forward with it. So thank you
very much Mr. Speaker and I'll wait for everyone's comments and respond back.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Havixbeck, Councillor Gerbasi, Councillor Eadie.

Councillor Havixbeck: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. In my two years on Council, I've never seen a single file or item that
has occupied as much of the public interest or an item that has galvanized public opinion like this one. It has created a
view of City Hall as incompetence, perhaps even a black cloud and has garnered significant media attention. I've
received calls from all areas of the city on this. Something is profoundly wrong with our processes when after three
hours of questioning, at the Standing Policy Committee of Protection and Community Services, only a few additional
spots of information come to light, and no real meaningful information becomes apparent. It's like miscellaneous pieces
of a puzzle and none of it fits. As Councillors, we deserve and in fact it is enshrined in the City of Winnipeg Charter to
obtain that information that is pertinent to making decisions that are before us. | have three main concerns. Number one,
why are we still not being told what the detailed breakdown is of the charges? What are these cost overruns? We still
don't have specific information about the total cost and we got more information for a $62,000 overrun last spring than
we have on this total project cost. The number could have been a couple of thousand dollars. What then? Would they
have been...would the administration have found that amount within? The number could’ve been 4 million or 6 million.
What accounts for this still after the 3 hours? No one around the table now even knows what we are being asked to
approve. If we are to go out and talk to the media and talk to our constituents, nobody here, | believe, can explain that
two and a half million dollars. Number two, why has the administration refused our request for the specific information?
On two occasions, | e-mailed our Legal Department to find out what questions could be asked. The first time a response
said, you can ask anything you like and there quote are "no smoking guns here". Seems like | can ask and we can ask
but the answers are not forthcoming on this additional information. Number three what does this say about City Hall as
policy makers as the leaders of this city? What does this tell the electorate about how we conduct business on their
behalf? This cannot be condoned because unfortunately it does not reinforce our leadership. In discussions over the last
two weeks | have learned there were fees of over a hundred thousand dollars to the City's Permits Department that were
unexpected. Close to a million dollars to Public Works for unforeseen work that needed to be done. | also learned that
Precon will not be paid any additional money so I'm confused if the change work order was altered in the larger footprint
and the costs are going up, who and where is this money going to? In addition to that, during the three hours we learned
that nearly a million dollars was going towards the concrete pad. So these amounts keep changing and there is no one
list. | have heard from people city wide on this issue and many citizens are outraged about the handling of this and my
preference would be that the additional funds found from within. The future fire halls that will are going to be delayed and
it's not just two because it pushes out future years fire halls. These were important for a reason to the Winnipeg Fire
Paramedic Service and to citizens because of our city's growth. My preference would’ve been that these future projects
not be delayed and that the additional cost overruns be found within existing budgets. When we questioned the Chief,
he didn't have any other capital projects from this year that he could draw from. Perhaps we just announced the city had
a $7.7 million surplus. Why could not funds have come from there? In conclusion as policy makers we are expected to
make decisions, all the while having an administration that does not provide the details that we need. We still don't know
what this additional appropriation is and we know that citizens want to know. So in view of the significant questions
around this, | look forward to hearing the external auditors review of what's happened here and how we move forward in
making decisions properly with complete information. | understand from numerous conversations with the Auditor that
these questions sooner or later will be answered in this review and so | use that as my safety net on this decision. | also
understand that it will be ready by March or April and that reassures me that well have policies to make sound decisions
on. My hope is that the citizens of this city can expect legitimate answers and can get them to basic questions and that
we never face this same or similar kind of scenario again as a Council. Thank you.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Gerbasi.

Councillor Gerbasi: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. This is one of those issues where | actually, I'm rising without actually
knowing whether I'm going to vote yes or no. I'm going to listen to everybody here. So far, Paul has done a really good
job of convincing me to vote against this. By reinforcing the concerns | have. I'm not on the Standing Policy Committee
so | didn't hear the three hours of questioning and | do look forward to hearing the comments from the standing
committee members who did go through that process to ask those questions. There hasn't really been a briefing or a
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thorough account for all members of Council to explain this. Now, as we know, we are in a really, really tough spot
because there is a partially built fire hall and we all understand that. We're responsible people in position of government,
we can't waste more money. We can'’t you know, we all supported these fire hall projects when it was brought forward in
2010. You know | know some people have been throwing...are going to throw around if you don't support this, you're
against the firefighters or you’re against fire halls and all those stuff. Well, that's an expletive which | won't say because
you know, we all supported it, we all know that but there are legitimate concerns here and the question is what do we do
now? We have this half built fire hall. Now, there’s, the audit is there and you know, | think everyone agreed we needed
that audit, to be audited is a broad audit of property and transactions and a real estate transactions over the last five
years at least and it will specifically look at this fire hall, so we will get some answers then. | can't help but wonder if we
couldn't get though as Councillor Havixbeck is kind of saying, why couldn't we get some of the specific information about
the situation earlier? And there’s other things that have...should have us concerned as representatives of the citizens
who we represent and responsible for their tax dollars. You know, there was a contract was divided into four separate
contracts and by passing Council oversight so we didn't see the contracts and they're all, you know there’s a bunch of
things that are being audited, | know. But we don't know, we don't have an explanation of where this money came from
and that just increases the suspicion. There was a verbal agreement about the land swap. Now that's not what we are
voting on now, we're just supposed to kind of go forward financially without really having that resolved and we still don't
know where the money’s going to come from, from the land that we don't own that the fire hall was built on. It shocks me
that there were three hours of questioning at Standing Policy Committee and it doesn't seem like it eased anybody's
mind on that committee. | sort of haven't heard that from anyone. You know and I've even heard nagging concerns
about how this fire hall being built on a clover leaf and we haven't really had administrative answers about how this fire
hall was built, why, is it a...you know, we’ve heard conflicting information. Some say there was an increase in scope,
some say there wasn't, some say it was for one purpose, some say it was for another so we really don't know if we're
getting a good deal for the taxpayer on this. And | guess what we're being asked to do today is to recognize that we're in
a mess, we have a fire hall that's half built and we better finish it and we better pay for it and so | guess the question is,
is there any interim step that could give us comfort in this before we just rubber stamp it which I'm afraid we’re being
asked to do here because we haven't got the answers from our highest administrator who is ultimately accountable for
the acts of the administration and we haven’t got those answers from him. It's really a lose - lose situation. We will be
criticized if we vote for this because we don't have all the answers. If you decide to vote for it, you're criticized because
you don't have the answers if you may be doing that because you feel it's wrong to let it sit there half built. If you...either
way you lose. If you vote against it, you don't care about fire halls; you don't care about public safety et cetera, et cetera.
We'll hear it all. So we're between a rock and a hard place and you know it's a lose - lose vote. | guess I'll see and listen
to what everyone else has to say. | still think there could’ve been a way for our Chief Administrative Officer or somebody
to give us enough information to feel more comfortable about this decision. You know, we could have a Council seminar
where they try to explain some of this to us. You know I've been through processes in the past when things are really
messed up and Council is at a loss, you know that we have those types of backroom, quiet discussions where we find
out what's really happening. It didn’t happen at the Standing Committee after three hours. The answers weren’t
forthcoming so maybe those answers just are not going to be forthcoming and | guess that's the question we will have to
answer or are we just going to go ahead and say, “Okay, | don’t have a choice. I'm going to vote for this.” So I'm waiting
to hear other people’s comments with interest. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Eadie.

Councillor Eadie: Thank you, Speaker Nordman and I'd like to thank the new Chairperson of Protection and
Community Services for presenting the, what's at hand to us. It is a difficult situation. But | would point out that there is a
lot, the previous speaker talked about lose - lose and lose but | will point out one thing and that is at the end of this
whole debate and discussion, we do need to have that fire hall. There is no doubt about it. It has to serve probably one
of the most demanding areas for any kind of emergency fire situations that we can see. There is a lot of industrial in the
area. Centerport is building and it is really important that this fire station get built because who will also win are the
firefighters and paramedics and everybody who needs to operate out of this building in order to make sure that the
people are safe in this particular section of the city. So no matter, there has to be a decision to build this and so | hate
being held at this position but | have a lot more to say but I'll just begin by saying, though, that without any other thing on
the table, | am going to have to vote to increase the budget by 2.496, yeah, $2.5 million. But | will point out something
and | never did get a proper answer. There’s a number of issues that | would like to address. I'm looking at the budget
that we represented with a breakdown of the budget at our standing committee meeting and in there broke down the
costs, the expected overall budget request for each of the fire stations. This goes back to | guess it was finally passed in
2010 but the whole process as | understand it started in 2009 or even earlier, but the real budget that came up in City
Council, the, | think the total was 15.3 and there’s various values for different stations. For example, Sage Creek was
going to be the first, | think the first fire station built and then two more we’re going to have the same residential profile
so you have three actual facilities that are very similar and then you had this final one which was supposed to be a
design build. And | think | would go back to that beginning process and say, as soon as you decided that the fire station
that is in question right now that needs to continue to build, technically there should’ve been a move to totally separate it
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from the kind of budgeting that was going on for the other three stations because to do a design build that's a whole
different kind of process. It really requires the checks and balances that Councillor Fielding has referred to. You need to
have and ensure that the right things are being done and | think there was an essential failure there and | hope that the
auditor, well | know the auditor will be investigating all of this but you know, until you decided where you’re going to build
the fire station, you're going to build it in a clover leaf which is going to oppose a whole bunch of cost situations and so
on, all these different issues that | don't know how they could’ve, came up with way ahead of time of $4.2 million budget
| think it was for this one if my calculations are right, this will be almost $7 million project for this fire station, which will be
able to respond. But | want to go back to something that | did not see in this budget breakdown | see. For Sage Creek
again it listed a budget price to purchase the land in Sage Creek so we can build a fire station. That was clearly there.
Now, | understand that the idea of a swap for land and all that stuff was considered early on for the Station No. 12 | think
it is on Taylor, that you know there was a discussion in there. My...| have a...Speaker Nordman, | have an accounting
background, business admin grad with Honours graduation, following accounting principles and understanding stuff. And
as | understand it, when you put together a budget, even if you are swapping land, the value of the land is actually a
budgetary value that needs to be in place when you create the budget and to say what your cost of land is going to be
so what | didn’t get an answer about and what has happened since is my understanding now that we are proceeding as
a decision of Property and Development that we are proceeding along the way to pay a cash price for the piece of land
on Taylor so that we don't have a fire station on somebody else's property. Now, | still don't see where that is in the
budget. Nobody in administration is pointed out to me where we budgeted the price for the cost of that land and as |
understand it the station is built, the cost is there and the budget, it says it, there is no provisions for land so what I'm
concerned about is | don't think this is the last we heard about going over the $15.3 million budget. | would like to know
and | don't you know, nobody has proved the contrary to me, that that value, that budgetary value | believe means that
we’re going to have to vote on another increase of budget because again any financially-related issue connected to
these fire stations is involved in the budget and according to our rules, that seem to be circumvented in many different
places along the way, which is why we're, City is under such serious scrutiny about what has happened here, | really am
remiss that | have to vote for this because | want to know what the real total financial implications are before | vote, but |
guess | won't. So | think I'll just leave it at that. There’s so, so much more to say, | think that getting into the details
specifically of every budget item for the new fire station with all due respect to Councillor Havixbeck and | did vote along
with her for a resolution that we would get some of that detail. As a City Councillor | have to say, given my
responsibilities, | don't know how | would be able to sit down there and look in detail and say that's a legit expense and
that isn’'t a legitimate expense. I'm so happy that the Auditor is looking forensically, | hope, at this and will be able to
explain and demonstrate all these issues that I'm pointing out to you and I'm saying this for the administration’s sake,
that there are more budget implications unless somebody tells me that it's buried somewhere in a number in that budget
that was presented and actual expenditures presented to me, | want to know where is the money for the land on Taylor?
Thank you.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Mayes.

Councillor Mayes: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. A number of good speeches that have highlighted the real juxtaposition of
what's in front of us. Councillor Fielding is | think, undoubtedly right. The people in St. James need the fire hall. Always
good to hear a plug for Centerport, | certainly support that and this would be important in that regard and as he said we
have a half built station and it will be a lot more effective frankly once it's built conversely what Councillor Havixbeck said
| think is a multi-hour meetings, still dissatisfied with the level of response from the administration. Certainly, seems to
unite all the speakers that there have been some serious problems here, some serious shortcomings. So where does
that leave us, somewhere like Councillor Gerbasi? | think | arrived here today trying to wrestle with this and | have to say
having listened to Councillor Havixbeck, my view is to vote against this that ultimately | don't feel | can, if somebody
bumps into me at a church dinner or a craft sale or all these other places you go into where people are talking about the
fire halls, | really still don't feel like | can adequately answer that question. The people who sat there for three hours firing
questions can't...do not seem confident with the information they've received. So | appreciate we are going to need to
finish this building at some point but at this stage | don't think the administrative report gives us the detail we need in
terms of basically what happened here and how are there such overruns. There are some exciting opportunities here for
the future, obviously it's good to see the Sage Creek station opened, the Windsor Park one may create some
opportunities with the land there and the library land to do something progressive maybe with the Windsor Park library in
the future. I'll leave that to Councillor Vandal but so there are some good outcomes that could come from this whole
process and we did need the stations but frankly, I'm left, I'm still not comfortable being able to answer that question of
what happened here. And until | feel comfortable with that | can't in good conscience vote for the additional funds. There
are some practical and financial aspects in cost to that but at this stage | certainly don't feel that simply saying well we've
got to get this behind us so let's just go, is the right way to go | would very much like to get this behind us and to move
on but at this stage I’'m not comfortable with the information we have in front of us. Thank you.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Swandel.
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Councillor Swandel: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | think the biggest mistake we made in all of this is jumping on the
bandwagon for the CMHC financing. That's what set the train of events in place, this rush to get this you know cheap
borrowing. And at the end of the day the borrowing wasn't really that cheap because when you rush we brought into play
things like hoarding that had to be done which | think created an additional $600,000 in expense. But once we're in
there, we’ve got our administration in there and we're pushing them, we’ve got to get this done in a year and a half; you
have to get this done, you've got to get this done in a year and half, easiest thing to do here Mr. Speaker, instead of
sitting around and beat up our administration. | can tell you | read the newspaper after what's being referred to as the
three hour grilling. Why any of us would want to sit and grill our administration and trying to publicly humiliate them is
beyond me. | don’t know. You can put the smirk on Councillor Havixbeck but | don't think it's an appropriate way for us to
conduct ourselves.

Councillor Havixbeck: Mr. Speaker.
Mr. Speaker: Yes, ma’am.

Councillor Havixbeck: I'm sorry putting, making a comment like that is really unprovoked and | was laughing about
something...

Mr. Speaker: He’s asking you to refrain

Councillor Swandel: Oh sorry, when somebody rolls their eyes and makes a smirk, | refer to it as a smirk. My
apologies.

Mr. Speaker: | can't watch everyone Councillor Swandel, but we’d appreciate if you'd keep your personal comments to
me, please.

Councillor Swandel: Thank you. You know, so the easiest thing to do is to throw these people under the bus. And |
want to ask you what is it that we've lost here? What have we lost here? In a year and a half, we've been able to
complete almost four fire stations. We would be complete four fire stations if we had dealt with this last matter much
more quickly rather than trying to get into this protracted public exhibition of how we're going to deal with these evil
beasts that are built these four fire stations or are trying to complete these four fire stations. What's being referred to as
cost overruns are really, large part of it are expenditures that were created by rushing for that timeline. Changes in
scope; the cost of trying to meet that timeline which are things like the hoarding; we’ve heard a mention of an additional
million dollars of money having to be paid to Public Works because of some, alignment on this roundabout and the
additional $100,000 in permits. You know, one day we want our administration to be working really, really quickly and
aggressively to get things done, but then when mistakes happen we run for the hills and the easiest thing for us to do is
hang this on our administration. | only had to read the newspaper the day after the Spanish inquisition event happened
to understand what the administrative perspective was and why things happened the way they did. You could obviously
see that there was a disconnect in there, it went from between a couple of departments and that's fair comment. | think
the audit that we've all called for will identify that and that disconnect will be identified and will come back and we’ll be
able to understand that. Perhaps put policies in place that will help us. | don't think that any of us would’ve not made the
decision and had someone come here and said we need more money to do this, this, and this or to keep this timeline in
place. | don't think anyone of us would’ve said no, which is why | want you all to stop and before we just go and publicly
lambaste these people, remind yourself that you are getting an increase in scope, you are getting 4,000 extra square
feet, you are getting a tower for hanging hoses that’'s going to extend the life of these extremely expensive hoses for
many years. There is so much more in play here. | remember one time years ago | was working for an old guy and |
made a terrible mistake. | was trying to do something and | was thinking that’s it, I'm going to get fired. And he came in
and he was initially angry and | said, well | guess | should pack my stuff and go. He said to me, no you were well
intended what you did in fact, I'll call it, what | would call it is a crime of commission, not a crime of omission. You were
trying to do something, you were trying to get something done and | think yeah we’ve got some issues here to deal with,
but | don't think we need to be out there humiliating people in public to deal with those issues. So | caution all of you and
| ask you to celebrate the fact that we have four new fire stations. Four new fire stations, improved services and over
Councillor Vandal, Councillor Vandal is just over here but Sage Creek, how long did Councillor Vandal fight to get that
station done? That station is done. As a matter of fact, one of these stations came in significantly under budget but we
haven't heard anybody talk about that or how that happened to come about and who’s responsible for that under budget
process? That's those same administrators, Mr. Speaker. So yeah, there’s some stuff to deal with here. It's $2.5 million
of paying additional work. You're not paying for cost overruns but paying for additional work. Yes, there was a
disconnect in here for a couple of different, between some different departments, when you read this whole thing out.
When you lay it all out, I'm sure the audit will do that. You'll clearly see where those disconnects were and what those
decisions are but at the end of the day, | ask all of you what did we lose? | think the only thing that we've lost at the end
of the day is the ability to get things done with our administration and you know I've said this a long time ago that you
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know, part of the reason | hear people complaining that why does the administration have this way, why can't we do it
like this, why don’t we do it like business does, why don'’t...well because when they tried that and something goes
wrong, we just pound on it and we run for the hills. That's why bureaucrats become bureaucrats. And that we describe
as bureaucrats and we use it, you know, oh that’'s such a bureaucratic way like it's a negative thing. They have to have
these lengthy complicated, convoluted processes because when you invite them to move rapidly and things start to
happen that can be publicly perceived as going wrong, we hang them out to dry, Mr. Speaker. And I'm not willing to
hang guys out to dry that I've got the years of service that are in front of us. | see value in the work that got done. | see
that there are issues to be addressed and | think that this organization can address those issues and grow from this.
Thank you.

Mr. Speaker: Thanks Councillor Swandel. Councillor Steen.

Councillor Steen: I'm one of those who were at the meeting, at the Protection and Community and I'm...I didn't hear
anything different than we are going to get a report and I'm very, very happy that we're getting four new fire halls and I'm
supporting the firefighters in this and all the people who do all that work for us and | do have trust in our administration
and we will get a report on it, and that's why I'm supporting the development of four new fire halls for our city. Thanks.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Smith.

Councillor Smith: Yes, Mr. Speaker. I'm just amazed. | sat through the committee meeting, the Protection of
Community Services, and Councillor from Charleswood asked a lot of good questions. So did the rest of the committee
and we couldn't get answers. | mean, it's incredible. Three hours and you know when | brought it to the attention of the
Chief Administrative Officer, he said well, | don't micro manage. | don't think he was managing at all. Let me tell you this.
| looked over the job description.

Mr. Speaker: | caution you we're not here to discuss you know, the personnel, sir.

Councillor Smith: Well, look it, there is responsibility here and | looked over the Chief Administrative Officer's job
description and ltem 7, “be responsible for the management and supervision of employees of the city and supervise the
operations of departments”.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Smith, I'm going to rule those comments out of order and at this point we're discussing the $2.5
million. So if you would like to stick to that, I'd be happy to listen.

Councillor Smith: You heard Councillor Swandel talk about what we've lost. What we've lost is accountability. That's
what we've lost and you know, | can't vote for something where there’s no information provided to us. This is incredible
and | hold the Chief Operating Officer responsible. And I'm willing to stand by that because we haven't had any
information. He is supposed to be supervising the departments.

Mr. Speaker: Okay, sir.
Councillor Smith: They didn't do so. Now...
Mr. Speaker: We're not discussing personnel here. I'm ruling you out of order.

Councillor Smith: Now, you heard Councillor Swandel say what we lost. As | said, we've lost accountability. No one
takes responsibility and he is the Chief Operating Officer and he should take responsibility. Thank you. | cannot support
this.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Sharma.

Councillor Sharma: Mr. Speaker, this is a very...excuse me, I've got the floor. Mr. Speaker, this is a very difficult
situation and I'm absolutely appalled at why this is even before us today. I'm sure if a report was presented some time
ago with the proper plan for a fire hall with the requisition of funds and supporting business case, we would’ve supported
this project but instead, we are faced with the decision of voting for something that has very little public support because
it was poorly handled or we are voting against a project that need jeopardized efficiencies that are critical to our
firefighters to do their job properly. Mr. Speaker, how do you vote for a cost overrun or additional work at as Councillor
just Swandel called it, work we didn't really know about properly? It's not a popular thing to do, but in this case Mr.
Speaker, it's the only thing we can do. What happens if this Council doesn't support this motion? Do we build half a fire
hall? Do we put ourselves in a liable position because of a contract? At the end of the day, Mr. Speaker, the real issue
here is process and of how this came before us, not the cost overrun itself. | will be supporting the allocation of
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additional funding to this project and | look forward to the report, the audit and what brought us here in the first place.
Thank you.

Mr. Speaker: Any further comments? Seeing none, Councillor Fielding to close.

Councillor Fielding: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. You know, further to this, | think that there has been some good
discussion here. | think that for the most part you know Councillors are pretty much on the same page with this. | think
there’s a process going on that can talk a little bit in terms of what went wrong in the process going forward, the scope of
it. You know, I'm not going to make this long because a lot of the comments brought forward, we’ve been dealing with
this in the media for months and months, seems like it won’t end. With that, | can tell you once again, that the fire hall is
very much needed in St. James. Councillor Swandel had mentioned that there is additional apparatus and that sort that
you're going to have with this but there is a benefit to the City in terms of having a Hazmat unit that’s there, we know the
problems that, they got us there but at the end of the day, this is going to make our community safer. | think having a
half built fire hall that’s not going to have any impact on our citizens allow them to be safer doesn't make sense. At some
point, you're going to have to invest some dollars to finish it off. There’s also some discussion whether you could even
change it half way through the scope to go back to the original drawing and that would cost a million dollars or more that
we throw away money. So all of this is a tough decision, | think it's responsible for us and | appreciate everyone's
comments of where you are coming from in terms of why you may not support this but in terms of good governance
model, in terms of you know, protecting the public ensuring that’s there. | do encourage you all to think about this again
and support it. Your comments are very much on the record. | think the media and your constituency, you can say that
you brought these up but to certain extent we need to get this fire hall done. We need to, the community get safer, there
is once again a global story of the fire halls being built that will benefit the city and this is part of it so | encourage all
Councillors to support it going forward, the change in dollar figures and scope. Thank you.

Mr. Speaker: All right, we’'ll call the question on Item 6. All those in favour? Opposed? Oh, you've asked for a recorded
vote? Okay. We'll ask for a recorded vote then. All those in favour of Item 6, please rise.

A RECORDED VOTE was taken the result being as follows:
Yeas

His Worship Mayor Katz, Councillors Browaty, Eadie, Fielding, Havixbeck, Orlikow, Pagtakhan, Sharma, Steen,
Swandel, Vandal, Mr. Speaker Councillor Nordman.

Nays
Councillors Gerbasi, Mayes, Smith.
City Clerk: The vote Mr. Speaker, Yeas 12, Nays 3.

Mr. Speaker: Motion passed. That concludes our items for Protection Community Services. There are no motions, no
by-laws. Question period for Councillor Fielding. Councillor Mayes.

STANDING POLICY COMMITTEE ON PROTECTION AND COMMUNITY SERVICES
QUESTION PERIOD

Mr. Speaker: Question Period for Councillor Fielding, Chair. Councillor Mayes.

Councillor Mayes: Mr. Speaker, | actually have a three part question for Councillor Fielding, who has yet to actually
even attend...to Chair a meeting, but I've spoken with him in advance on this. My questions all pertain to the arenas
Expression of Interest that was issued back in December of 2011. That of course, we were to get some results in
January of 2012 and my questions pertain to that Expression of interest. Councillor Havixbeck and Councillor Steen,
both at the last Protection meeting, asked for an update on the arenas and that is to be coming on Monday. | would ask
you as Chair, Councillor Fielding, could we...to make sure we have an adequate consultation process if we do finally get
some results on Monday. We’ve gone through a whole consultation, a whole Expression of Interest around the golf
courses where we had a lot of public mistrust and anger and complaint about consultation, so here we have what could
potentially be a very important moment in the history of the City — arenas Expressions of Interest. Doesn’t rule out
closing them, doesn’t rule out re-purposing them. What the recommendations are and will matter in terms of that
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consultation, | don’t think people in St. Vital will want to come to one on Vimy or St. James, and likely the good people of
St. James are not likely to come to a consultation with the future of the St. Vital arena, but my first question pertains to
seeing a re-assurance that we’ll have some sort of public consultation process on this.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Fielding.

Councillor Fielding: Thank you for the question Councillor Mayes. Absolutely | think there needs to be a consultation
process. | think even on a globally...you know we should have some sort of process going forward and once again |
haven't attended the Committee meeting. I've had a light briefing and | believe Mr. Wightman will be making his
presentation at Committee early next week. We’'ll ask more question. I'll ask those on your behalf. | think even as we
go forward, even from a Councillor's perspective, if you are going to endeavor in making a number of changes in an
area in terms of the public use facility, you need buy-in, so absolutely | think from a global City perspective, we’ll have
buy-in and if there’s any way the city can support you, the Departments, in terms of the consultation, you know, whether
we run it or the Councillor wants to be involved in some capacity, it makes a lot of sense to have some consultation
because these are amenities and things that people use on a day-to-day basis if you're going to hockey or ringette or
wherever you're taking your kids to, it's something that an important identity and amenity, so moving forward we need
public consultation to be part of that.

Mr. Speaker: Second question?

Councillor Mayes: My second question, the timing of that report is going to be coming fairly close to our whole Capital
Budgeting process and certainly the Capital Budget is referenced in the Expression of Interest that went out. My
concern here is | would be very concerned if we get some sort of capital budget recommendations coming out of that
report and then be forced to consider those in a relatively tight time frame. | would love to go to bat for the good St. Vital
arena in the capital budget, but we’ve got a live Expression of Interest and there are five different options that could
come out of that--close it, repurpose it, leave it alone, modernize it or add a second sheet of ice to it and make it a newer
improved facility, so a lot of capital budget implications here that could come about and | just want to make sure that we
don’t get rushed into anything if we do finally get this report in November and face a capital budget vote by mid-
December.

Mr. Speaker: Councillor Fielding.

Councillor Fielding: Yes | mean absolutely, I'm not Chair of Finance anymore, but I'm still involved with the budget
committee. | think it's safe to say that none of the recommendations or dollars will necessarily be identified in this, but it
doesn’t necessarily mean that we can’t add dollars in terms of amendments to the budget once this comes forward. Mr.
Wightman is going to be coming forward to the Committee which each member of the Committee will have the
opportunity to talk about, and if there’s implications upon the ward then we’ll ensure that the ward Councillor is definitely
supportive of it. So I'm not sure that answers your question but there won’t be any capital dollars right now that are
identified, but there’s obviously an ability to amend the budget at that point. | think even the Chair through the
Department of Finance through the Committee on Finance you could amend a budget up to a million dollars, but you
know, as we come forward a recommendation will be going forward with it so...

Mr. Speaker: Your last question Councillor.

Councillor Mayes: A third inter-related question is can you ask them what took so long. We issued an Expression of
Interest in...deadline was December 5, 2011. We were to get recommendations to Council in January of 2012. Project
complete for occupancy fourth quarter 2012. We will not have any projects complete for occupancy unless we built
them on somebody else’s land and | think we’ve been through that movie here recently, so we’re actually hoping there’s
nothing ready for occupancy, but | would like to know why is this coming to us 11 months late and | asked the Mayor in
July on the floor of Council who indicated, I'm sure briefed by administrative staff, that the report would be coming
forthwith, and that was in July so we’re now seemingly finally about to get the report from Community Services and |
would like to get some explanation of why there’s been this timeline.

Councillor Fielding: Sure, just putting a few things on the record, | know that the Expression of Interest was issued on
October 17", 2011, and closed December 5", 2011. Eight proponents responded to the E.O.l. Following the evaluation
process the E.O.l. was concluded in April of 2012. There were no awards at that time. The E.O.l. is on our website and
| can get that information for you. But following the conclusion of the E.O.l., City staff have met with several community
centres that expressed some interest in continuing to pursue the development of some of these facilities, and as such,
been asked to take a look in terms of some of the requirements related to their business plan, the financial models and
how it can move forward, so | guess what | can say is there is continued process that is going on and we hope to see
something come forward over the next while, so...
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Mr. Speaker: Thank you. Any other questions for Protection and Community Services Chair? Seeing none that
concludes our last Standing Policy Committee. We do have a report from the Alternate Services Committee which the
Chair, Councillor Wyatt is not with us today so I'll ask the other member, one of the other members of that Committee,
Councillor Havixbeck if we could move the Report of October 22nd on behalf of Councillor Wyatt.

REPORT OF THE ALTERNATE SERVICE DELIVERY COMMITTEE
DATED OCTOBER 22, 2012

Councillor Havixbeck: Sure. I'd like to introduce the Item. Item No. 1, Winnipeg Fleet Management SOA for approval.
Mr. Speaker: Seeing no comments, questions all those in favour? Opposed? Motion carried. | guess that's it. Councillor

Eadie moves adjournment. Thank you. Good day's work. Thank you very much, Councillors. And thank the
administration, too. Go ahead.

ROLL CALL

Clerk: Mr. Speaker Councillor Nordman, His Worship Mayor Katz, Councillors Browaty, Eadie, Fielding, Gerbasi,
Havixbeck, Mayes, Orlikow, Pagtakhan, Sharma, Smith, Steen, Swandel, Vandal.

Council adjourned at 3:16 p.m.
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